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From where is this money to come, if
Federal, State, and local taxes eat up busi-
ness income?

There are over 100,000 taxing authorities
in our country. Their weight can literally
crush the ability of business to meet its
job-creating capital needs.

As you so well know, our present tax
structure is seriously outdated. It is a set
of laws reflecting largely the. conditions of
the past, especially World War II, when the
goal was the confiscation of war profits, not
the building of a sound peacetime economy.

A dynamiec program of tax reform and
reduction is needed in its place. Such a
program can ease the burden our taxes are
placing on the accumulation of capital for
investment.

It can rellieve the stifling taxload being
carried by the individual citizen, and by
our business system.

The Revenue Act of 1954 was a major step
in this direction, bringing the greatest dol-
lar reduction in Federal taxes in our history.

Today, the President's insistence on a bal-
anced budget is essential to this goal.

And, needless to say, the broad support of
the people will be necessary if this program
eventually is to be accomplished,

Let me repeat: The forces devoted to ir-
responsible spending and taxation are
strongly organized. They are highly vocal.
They are grimly persistent. They remain
confident.

As opposed to them, the number leading
the fight for sound government has been
relatively small, In Washington, this fight
has been led, in large part, by the President
and the Vice President, sustained by key
members of the administration and some
stalwart Members of the Congress.

These are the men who have battled for
fiscal sanity, for a balanced budget, for steps
leading to tax reform and reduction. More—
many more—are needed in every State in the
Unlon.

And here I submit, gentlemen, is the most
crucial problem facing this country. It is
the need for all who belleve in sound govern-
ment to stand forth and support the efforts
that must be made to maintain it. -

It 18 the need for men. who have
talents of leadership to apply these talents
to the political life of the nation.

I would suggest that too much is being
expected of too few. The majority of our
people want sound and responsible progress
by all segments of our society. There has
been a vast increase in public consciousness
of the fact that only the people, in the
end, can see to it that this kind of progress
is maintained.

No more dramatic example could be given
than the way in which the people have made
it clear that they want the abuses of labor
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monopoly power stopped, Thelr mandate
has been so strong that the adoption of a
vitally needed labor reform law—which the
labor monopoly leaders appeared to have
blocked as little as 3 months ago—is nearly
a reality. |

We have seen, too, how the forward march
of inflation has been slowed by an aroused
public opinion. In no other way could the
inflationary forces that ran rampant for so
many years have been brought to a halt,

But we must not be misled. Let public
vigllance fall away only a little, and the pres-
sure groups will be in the ascendence again,
The spenders and taxers will not yield easily,
nor will those determined to exploit labor
monopoly power.

To keep the public interest uppermost,
the people will need articulate help and
leadership in every community; not advice
from the sidelines; nor cautious detachment
from the arena where the decisions are
being made.

I know of no men in America life whoge
leadership could be more important than
the men in this room at this moment.

No one could speak with greater authority,
for you have shown how successfully you
can deal with the very problems that con-
front us,

This great industry has been outstanding
in fighting inflation by holding down prices.
In the 10 years from 1949 to 1958, gasoline
prices, exclusive of taxes, increased less than
6 percent on a national average, while the
cost of llving rose more than 20 percent.
And these were prices for gasoline con-
stantly improved in quality through huge
expenditures in research and development.

Your experience in this Industry, too,
equips you to emphasize the necessity of
vast expenditures by private industry for
technology and {facilities to meet public
needs,

The oil industry knows only too well that,
if its capital is taxed away, it cannot con-
tinue to make the enormous investments,
and take the risks, that have enabled it to
serve the public so well to this time,

You know, at first hand, such inflationary
pressures as that behind the highway con-
struction program, ¥You know that we must
be extremely careful that our Federal high-
way program is carried forward on the most
efficient basis possible.

Already, we find, the estimated costs of
this program are running 45 percent higher
than in 1956, when it was first approved in
Congress.

Our people must be urged to see that this
program does not become immersed in a
pork barrel. Its potential as an element
of inflation is great and serlous.

1 know very well, indeed, how easy it is
to become engrossed in the problems and
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dutles of daily business. I know how diffi-
cult it is to find the time for other activity.

But it can be done. In fime of war, all of
us are ready to change our lives, to go where
we are needed, to serve in the best way we
can. We are willing to make any sacrifice
to preserve the life and future of our Nation.

We are engaged in no shooting war, but my
friends, we are engaged in a battle to preserve
the life and the bright future of our country.

It is a time for service, for sacrifice, for
leadership.

There is In this room, a tremendous reser-
voir of vital political thinking, and of great
ability to communicate this thinking,

This, too, is demonstrated on the record.
I have been told that at least 10 major oil
companies have launched public affairs pro-

ams to make their employees better in-
formed citizens—and to encourage employees
to participate, as citizens, in political activity.

I know personally that many of you are
giving increasingly of your time and ability,
as citizens, to public affairs and political par-
ticipation. This, of course, is of first im-
portance. If a public affairs program for
employees is to succeed, it must certainly
have the demonstrated leadership of the
management of the enterprise. t

I would appeal to you, in all events, to
speak, work and fight for sound policles and
a stronger America.

I would ask you to assess anew the impor-
tance of your political participation.

The political party of our cholce is, and
will be, what we make of it—either by par-
ticipation, or lack of participation, in its
affairs and its cholce of candidates,

TUnless more responsible citizens devote real
time and effort to unselfish politics, govern-
ment by pressure groups will triumph.

Only by genuine participation can we be
sure that the Government will serve all the
people—not some special interest—and as-
sure that the government will serve all the
citizens. i

This is a day of great meaning in our Na-
tlon's history. All America is proud and
grateful on this anniversary of these first
magnificent 100 years.

It is a day of even greater meaning to our
Nation's future. We know that untold won-
ders will come in the years ahead, in the
second century of oil progress.

We salute you—we look to your leadership
in industry, and in our national life.

In the spirit of your accomplishment, we
shall move forward into the golden era of
opportunity that lies before us.

‘We shall prove anew there is no conceiv-
able limit to the advance of a free people—no
goal they cannot, with wisdom and courage,
attain, l
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The Senate met at 10 o’clock am., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Father of all men, in a day of tribula-
tion, when the very foundations of hu=
man society seem to be resting on sink-
ing sand, Thou hast called us to dedicate
our brief and little lives to vast and vital
causes.
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In the midst of world conditions that
baffle us, of swift social currents which
sweep away our strongest bulwarks, and
of evil forces whose hideous cruelty stabs
our anguished hearts, we confess that
the world in which our lot is cast is
too much for us.

Forgive us that it has taken the dread-
ful threat of a global war for us to
recognize that all peoples must work out
the common concerns of humanity to-
gether, or else go down together into the
flaming burial of a final suicidal holo-
caust. !

Because there is no solution of the
world’s ills, save as it springs from Thy
sovereignty and from the hearts of men,
we pray, for ourselves; create in us clean
hearts, O God, and renew right spirits

within us, that we may contribute
worthily to mankind’s abiding peace.

We ask it in the Redeéemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, September 1, 1959, was dis-
pensed with.

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON THE
: CALENDAR
The bill (H.R. 8728) to amend the
Federal Boating Act of 1958 to extend
for an additional year the period when

L R I L N S M s




1959

certain provisions of that act will take
effect, received from the House of Repre-
sentatives on September 1, 1959, was read
twice by its title and placed on the cal-
endar,

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr., MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Insurance Sub-
committee of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service and the Finance
Committee were authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, yesterday the Senate entered an
order that today there would be the
usual morning hour for the transaction
of purely routine business, with state-
ments limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect; and morning business is in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT OF U.S. SOLDIERS” HOME

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the U.S. Soldiers' Home, for the fiscal year
1858, and a copy of the report of the annual
inspection of the home, 1958, by the In-
spector General of the Army (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on
Armed Services,

REPORT OF CANADA-UNITED STATES
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP

A letter from the chairman, Subcommittee
on Canadian Affairs, of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the second meeting
of the Canada-United States Interparlia-
mentary Group, held in Montreal and
Ottawa, Canada, on June 25-28, 1959 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 203(]) OF FEDERAL
PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
AcT orF 1849
A letter from the Secretary of Defense,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to amend section 203(j) of the Federal

Property and Administrative Services Act of

1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. 484()) ), to pro=

vide that the Department of Defense may

allocate surplus property under its control
for transfer under that act only to educa-
tional institutions conducting approved
military programs (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Government
Operations.
AUpIT REPORT ON ACCOUNTS OF DISBURSING
OFFICERS OF THE ARMY

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report on the accounts of dis-
bursing officers of the Army, fiscal year 1958
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

REPEAL OF CERTAIN RETIREMENT PROMOTION
AUTHORITY OF COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to repeal certaln retirement promotion au-
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thority of the Coast and Geodetic Survey
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT ON ToORT CLAIMS PAID BY VETERANS’
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Deputy Administrator,
Veterans’ Administration, Washington, D.C,,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
tort claims paid by that Administration, dur-
ing fiscal year ended June 30, 1959 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

ReporT oN ToRT CrLalMs PAm BY FEDERAL
AVIATION AGENCY

A letter from the Administrator, Federal
Aviation Agency, Washington, D.C., trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on tort
claims paid by that Agency, during the fiscal
year 1059 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

Two letters from the Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to
law, coples of orders suspending deportation
of certain aliens, together with a statement
of the facts and pertinent provisions of law
pertaining to each alien, and the reasons
for ordering such suspension (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE FOR CERTAIN
ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to
law, copies of orders granting the applica-
tions for permanent residence filed by cer-
tain aliens, together with a statement of the
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to
each allen, and the reasons for granting such
applications (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A telegram from the chairman of the
Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County,
Calif.,, embodying a resolution adopted by
that board, favoring the enactment of leg-
islation to continue and complete the San
Francisco Bay study, and flood control and
reclamation projects; ordered to lle on the
table.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the Clty of Pueblo, Colo., favoring the en-
actment of legislation to provide home rule
in the District of Columbia; ordered to lie
on the table.

SMALL WATERSHED PROGRAM IN
EKANSAS—RESOLUTION

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Farmers Union Jobbing Association in
its meeting at Kansas City on August 18
adopted a resolution in regard to the
small watershed program for the control
of water runoff.

There is much interest in the small
watershed program in Kansas and there
are some very fine projects under con-
struction.

Many other watersheds are being
studied at the present time with a view
of establishing watershed drainage
areas.

This is a program that needs to be ex=
panded greatly in our State and I re-
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quest that this resolution be made a part
of these remarks and referred to the
appropriate committee.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed
in the REcORD, as follows:

Resolved by the directors of the Farmers
Union Jobbing Association, in meeting in
Kansas City, Mo. this August 18, 1959, That
it continue to favor the use of the small
watershed method of flood control rather
than the construction of large dams in the
main streams. Further, we are especially
concerned and opposed to the construction
of the eight proposed dams on the trib-
utaries of the Kaw River, which are in the
area served this association; be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
mailed to Senators ScHOEPPEL and CARLSON,
Congressmen Rees and AVERY, the Abilene
Reflector Chronicle and such other news-
papers of the involved area.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

S. Con. Res. 73. Concurrent resolution to
create a Joint Committee on a National
Fuels Policy (Rept. No, 874); referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

$S.1892. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Norman project, Oklahoma
(Rept. No. 872) ; and

H.R. 1778. An act to amend section 17(b)
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1839
(Rept. No. 873).

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

S.2286. A bill to authorize the leasing of
land on the Colorado River Indian Reserva-
tion, Ariz. and Calif,, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 876).

By Mr. MOSS, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S5.2061. A bill to authorize the issuance of
prospecting permits for phosphate in lands
Ig;;c)mgmg to the United States (Rept. No.

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with
amendments:

S.2598. A bill to amend the Federal Boat-
ing Act of 1058 to extend until January 1,
1961, the perlod when certain provisions of
that act will take effect (Rept. No, 875).

By Mr, BYRD of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Finance, without amendment:

H.R. 48567. An act to amend section 4233 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro-
vide that the exemptions from the admis-
slons tax for athletic games benefiting
crippled or retarded children shall apply
where the participants have recently at-
tended designated schools or colleges as well
as where they are currently students (Rept.
No. 877); and

H.R.8725. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to make technical
changes in certain excise tax laws, and for
other purposes (Rept. No, 878).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
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unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia (by request) :

8. 2630. A bill to provide for a parkway
connection between Mount Vernon and
Woodlawn Plantations, in the State of Vir-
ginia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. WILEY :
5.2631. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gernot
Rath; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for
himself, Mr. Case of New Jersey, Mr.
FREAR, and Mr, WiLtiams of Dela-
ware) :

8, 2632. A bill to assist the States of New
Jersey and Delaware in developing a strain
of oysters resistant to causes which threaten
the oyster industry on the east coast; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia:

8.J. Res. 137, Joint resolution to author-
ize the James Monroe Memorial Foundation
to erect a memorial on public grounds in
the District of Columbia to honor James
Monroe, fifth President of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

FILING OF APPLICATIONS FOR MOV-
ING COSTS RESULTING FROM
CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS PROJ-
ECTS—AMENDMENT

Mr. BIBLE submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H.R. 4656) to amend section 401b
of the act of July 14, 1952, to permit
applications for moving costs resulting
from any public works project of a mili-
tary department to be filed either 1 year
from the date of acquisition or 1 year
following the date of vacating the prop-
erty, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938—
AMENDMENT

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 4874) to amend section
334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, to provide that for
certain purposes of this section, farms
on which the farm marketing excess of
wheat is adjusted to zero because of
underproduction shall be regarded as
farms on which the entire amount of
the farm marketing excess of wheat has
been delivered to the Secretary or stored
to avoid or postpone the payment of the
penalty, which was ordered to lie on the
table and be printed.

ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC.,, PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

By Mr. ENGLE:

Citation presented to Senator SymIincTON
by the national convention of AMVETS, at
Grand Rapids, Mich.,, on August 22, 1959;
and address delivered by Senator SYMINGTON
before that convention,
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By Mr. MONRONEY: \ }

Address delivered by Senator BArRTLETT
fore the Assoclation of Local Transport Air-
lines, at Anchorage, Alaska, on July 29, 1859,

Article entitled *Oklahoma,” published in
the Lykes Fleet Flashes magazine, New Or=
leans, La.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

Statement by him relating to the golden
dollar sent to each Member of Congress,
supplied by the Fairbanks, Alaska, Chamber
of Commerce.

By Mr. WILEY:

Remarks by him on the diversion of water

issue.

TELEVISION SHOW “CELEBRITY"
WITH JOE McCAFFREY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
more than 4 years I have been a part of
the audience which has enjoyed and
has been enlightened by Joe McCaffrey’s
television show, “Celebrity Parade.” It
is, in my opinion, one of the finest ex-
amples of how the medium of teleyvision
can be used both to entertain and to in-
form,

The show was sponsored by the Re-
tail Clerks International Association. It
is a tribute to the good sense and the
public spiritedness of that union and its
outstanding president, James Suffridge,
that Joe McCaffrey was chosen to offi-
ciate over “Celebrity Parade,” and was
given a free hand to run it impartially,
objectively, and in very good taste.

So fairly did Joe MecCaffrey perform
his funetions, that in recent weeks both
the chairman of the Democratic Party
and the chairman of the Republican
Party appeared on “Celebrity Parade.”

During the years it has been on the
airways, moreover; the pregram has fea-
tured, among its 450 guests, 44 members
of the present Senate, Ambassadors,
authors, outstanding correspondents,
and a cross section of rank-and-file cit-
izens. It has focused public attention
not only on great political issues, but
also on some of the serious social prob-
lems which affect the Nation, such as
mental health, education, and marital
discord. The program has also done
yeoman'’s work for worthy private organ-
izations, such as the Salvation Army,
the Heart Association, and the Tuber-
culosis Association.

I regref, Mr. President, that during
the past few years Joe McCaffrey’s
“Celebrity Parade” has been televised
only in the Washington area. This lim-
ited range denied to the rest of the Na-
tion, the many hours of pleasure and
information which the program has pro-
vided.

I regret even more, Mr. President,
that “Celebrity Parade” is now leaving
the air, even in the Washington darea.
I trust that the departure will be but
a prelude to greater public service for
Joe McCaffrey. He is, in my opinion,
one of the Nation's finest and most im-
partial men in the news and public-
service fields. With the airways already
putting forth a surfeit of bombastic,
biased newscasts and vast numbers of
cops-and-robbers and cowboys-and-In-
dians and assorted violence and non-
sense of other kinds of programs, all
encased and striated with commercials
which often are insulting to the intelli-
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gence of 6 year olds, we can ill-afford
not to use, to the fullest, the talents of
4 Joe McCaffrey or to lose programs of
the caliber of “Celebrity Parade.”

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND
YOUTH CRIME IN NEW YORK
CITY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, New York
is being troubled with an outbreak of
teenage crime and teenage gang vio-
lence which is of a most extraordinary
character—so much so as to require
emergency action by the Governor of the
State and the mayor of the city of New
York. Four young people have been
killed in this outbreak, and the police
network has drawn in a great many
suspects. This situation naturally gives
a community very grave cause for con-
cern and introspection of a most serious
character into its own sitfuation.

* This outbreak of juvenile delinquency
and youth crime is not unique to New
York; it is a national phenomenon. In-
deed, it is an international phenome-
non—from what we hear—with its pres-
ence evident even in the Soviet Union,
notwithstanding the Communists’ bom-
llalast about the “paradise” in which they
ve.

Mr. President, today the New York
Times has analyzed the situation in
various ecities, including Philadelphia,
Chicago, Detroit, St. Louis, Cleveland,
and San Francisco, where curfew laws
are in force to keep children off the
streets.

Personally, I do not like curfew laws;
I do not think any person who is deeply
interested in civil liberties likes them.
Nevertheless, the situation is so severe
that perhaps even this extreme measure
of very doubtful constitutionality should
at least be considered by the authorities.
Perhaps some adaptation of it might
work. Also, we have grave prob-
lems of intergroup relationships and in-
terracial relations on which we must
work in the tradition of the dedication
of New York’s government, eity and
State, and the great majority of its
people that equal opportunity and equal-
ity of status before the law are precious
and inviolable to us.

Mr. President, the point of my remarks
this morning, however, aside from call-
ing the attention of the Senate to this
very serious situation, is the fact that we
have on the calendar a juvenile delin-
quency bill, the Juvenile Delinquency Act
of 1959, Calendar No. 819, Senate bill
694, which was reported ouf of my own
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

This bill—although modest in scope,
for it deals very largely with only experi-
mental techniques for handling juvenile
delinguency and youth crime—at the
very least will put the National Govern-
ment's prestige and the national gov-
ernmental organization, both in the edu-
cational field and in the other fields in
which the National Government oper-
ates, behind the efforts of the cities and
the States to deal with juvenile delin-
quency and youth crime,

I believe this to be a most urgent mat-
ter among our problems at home. We
have found, and I, myself, found this
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when I was attorney general of New
York, and was a member of the New
York State Commission on Youth and
Delinquency—a commission, which I
helped start, headed by Tom Watson,
Jr.—that the old ideas to the effect that
juvenile delinquency and youth crime
were attributable mainly to slums and
perhaps even to under par economic sta-
tus were not entirely valid. For example
we found that broken homes and the
rootlessness and frustration of youth in
the atomic age are among the principal
causes of youth crimes; and that new
techniques, through which the State
substitutes for the broken homes and the
rootlessness, by means of the services it
offers, are extremely effective in this
field. In this connection, the Governor
of our State has called for cooperative
action by churches, synagogues, tem-
ples, civic and veterans' organizations,
and voluntary groups of all kinds. This
is very important.

. So, Mr. President, in highlighting this
serious situation which we in New York
face, and which is but a demonstration
of what is occurring in the rest of the
country and in the world, I urge that
the Senate act on the measure known
as the Juvenile Delinquency Act of 1959.

I point out that the ability to cope
with this problem at the moment is being
outstripped at an alarming rate by the
increase in the problem itself.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed as a part of my
remarks my own concurrent views in the
report on this question, which detail a
great many figures to demonstrate that
faet, and also the analysis from the New
York Times on the operations of a cur-
few. ;

I conclude by urging upon our leader-
ship action—I hope action today—on the
bill known as the Juvenile Delinquency
Act of 1959, which can be called up at
any time.

There being no objection, the views
and articles were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF SENATOR JAVITS

The committee bill as it is now constituted
provides for the highly important basis of
experiment projects from which our most
intelligent and effective efforts to cope with
and to prevent the increasingly rapid
spread of juvenile delinquency are likely to
emanate. Most importantly it enables the
Federal Government to help in the national
juvenile delinquency emergency—and this
is the major contribution of the bill. Where
it falls short is in the fallure to give aid on a
sharing basis to State, municipal and
voluntary efforts to prevent and cure juve-
nile delinquency, nor does it help with the
training of needed personnel. My bill, the
Juvenile Delinguency Control Act (S. 1341),
covers these matters. They are so essential
to a Federal juvenile delinquency program
and the juvenile delinquency emergency is
s0 great that the committee's bill can only
be considered a first step on the part of the
Federal Government.

The committee bill makes no provision to
follow through on efforts to study juvenile
delinquency. Even if we learn more and
more about the causes of juvenile de-
linquency and develop methods to prevent
and deal with it, we will still need a grow-
ing number of trained personnel to make use
of this knowledge and these methods and we
need to encourage the setting up of definitive
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means to put the methods into practice on a
large enough scale.

I have been impressed by the importance
which many of the most distinguished and
experienced witnesses attached to the need
for increasing the woefully inadequate force
of people trained to deal with the problems
of our youth: trained social workers, police
officers, parents, judges and psychiatrists and
psychologists. An analysis of these person-
nel shortages can be found on pages 149 to
151 of the hearings, Independent inquiry
has confirmed these findings. There are an
estimated 100,000 people in the United States
trying to cope with mounting problems of
juvenile delinquency but only a very small
part of them can be sald to have adequate
training for their task; for instance, of the
50,000 police so engaged only 5,000 to 10,000
are specifically trained. It was further-
more noted in the hearings that whereas
juvenile delinquency rose by 82 percent be-
tween 19562 and 1957, the number of proba-
tion officers for delinquents increased by
only 46 percent.

I am convinced that our ability to cope
with this problem is being outstripped at an
increasing and alarming rate by the prob-
lem itself, Between 1948 and 1957 the num-
ber of juvenile court cases increased at nearly
five times the rate at which the 10- to 17-
year-old population increased. Between 1957
and 19656 this age group will have increased
by another 35 percent. Does this mean that
juvenile court cases, now 600,000 per year,
will rise by 1756 percent and that our court
facilities will be swamped by 1,650,000 cases,
involving perhaps 1,300,000 or 1 out of 256 of
our youngsters? By 1970 there will be a
further 10 percent increase in this popula-
tion. Will our system of youth courts then
break down under 215 million cases involving
1 out of every 20 Americans in this age
group?

The trend In arrests is even more alarm-
ing. Between 1948 and 1957 arrests of per-
sons under 18 years of age multiplied eight
times. Many of these youngsters are dealt
with by the police several times a year and,
therefore, the number of cases exceeds the
number of youth in trouble annually, but
this is far from comforting to the thinking
person. For, although it makes the problem
somewhat less widespread than would ap-
pear at first glance, 1t also indicates that it is
much more deeply rooted. If a great num-
ber of young people get into trouble once
and take the warning and then adhere to
the ground rules of civilized soclety, we can
take comfort in the thought of the oc-
casional heedlessness and continual ex-
uberance of youth. However, when a
smaller but frighteningly large and increas-
ing number of youngsters habitually com-
mit acts which require attention from the
police and when their repeated encounters
with the law teach them nothing of right
or wrong or of the requirements of social be-
havior—it is then that we must take alarm.

The problem of juvenile delinquency is
on the increase. It does not involve the
young man who “borrows” the neighbor's
car to go for a spin or the young girl who
gets into trouble In some hig city. These
youngsters can often be handled by religious
advisers, teachers, and understanding par-
ents. Usually they won't get into trouble
again. But, of the hundreds of thousands
of others who appear before juvenile courts
for auto theft, larceny, burglary, assault,
possession of drugs, drunkenness, vagrancy
and even homicide—their problems require
the concentrated attention of men and
women specificaly trained to cope with them.
The children appearing before juvenile
courts generally have deepseated problems of
delinquency. The fact that many of them
appear in court repeatedly and that many of
those sent to institutions are returnees, in-

‘dicates that there is a failure in their treat-

ment. A large part of the faillure resides in
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the shortage of trained personnel. The gap
is widening and it is self-perpetuating. We
must make a large-scale attempt to put
enough people in the field so that at least
the number of repeaters can be cut down.

It should also be remembered that usually
‘the longer a youngster engages in crime the
more difficult is his rehabilitation. Thus, the
problem is growing in two dimensions in
breadth and depth.

Juvenile delinquency is a social disease.
It is contagious and therefore it threatens
the fabric of society. It is also deeply per-
sonal, and our respect for the indlvidual
human life makes it imperative that we pro-
vide the means by which the individual can
be helped. There is no drug which will cure
this disease—only trained people to help
young people to understand the effect of our
soclety and of our laws upon them—and
their opportunities under them—can really
help.

Let me also point out that in human prob-
lems the best research is done by those in
the field and the most accurate conclusions
are drawn by enlisting the widest experience.
Therefore, personnel trained to combat juve=
nile delingquency will not only be of imme-
diate and tanglble help but will also con-
tribute much to the growing and changing
body of knowledge we must build.

In conclusion, I would like to deny the
validity of the approach which attributes
the disturbing statistles merely to greater
awareness of the problem or to the tradi-
tional conservatism of the adult who takes
too serious a view of youthful behavior.
The causes of juvenile delinquency are
deeply rooted in the uncertainties, injus-
tices, and even in the range of opportunities
afforded by the wealth and technology of
our modern time. In countries and societies
which vary from ours to a greater or lesser
degree, the growing instability of youth is
noted: in Great Britain, in Sweden, in the
Soviet Union, in West Germany.

Both crime among the children of the
privileged and crime among the children of
the slums have multiplied rapidly. There is
no cure-all. Neither permissiveness nor
punishment, neither church nor school, nor
psychiatrist, neither parent nor policeman,
neither judge nor jaller can provide the
whole answer. Only all of these things, and
many others, widely applied, can help us
toward a solution. Therefore, our efforts to
prevent and combat juvenlle delinquency
must be more broad gaged and more prac-
tical than what we here propose in this bill,

8. 694
A bill to provide Federal assistance for proj-
ects which will demonstrate or develop
techniques and practices leading to a solu-
tion of the Nation's juvenile delinquency
control problems

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Represenentatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Findings and policies

Sec. 2. (n) The Congress hereby finds and
declares that juvenile delilnquency dimin-
ishes the strength and vitality of the people
of our Natlon; that such delinquency is
increasing in both urban and rural com-
munities; and that its prevention, control,
and treatment require intensive efforts on
the part of private and governmental inter=-

ests.

(b) The policy of the Federal Government
shall be to assist in the prevention, control,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency,

TITLE I—DEMONSTRATION AND STUDY PROJECTS

Sec. 101. (a) For the purpose of demon-
strating and developing improved methods,
including methods for the tralning of per-
sonnel, for the prevention, control, and
treatment of juvenile delinguency, there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated for
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the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and
for each of the four succeeding fiscal years
such sum, not to exceed $5,000,000, as the
Congress may determine.

(b) The sums appropriated under this
title shall be available for,grants or con-
tracts to carry out projects for demonstra-
tions and studies which, in the judgment of
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare (hereinafter in this Act referred to as
the “Secretary”) hold -promise of making a
substantial contribution to the discovery,
the development, or the evaluation or dem-
onstration of the effectiveness, of techniques
and practices, including technigques and
practices for the training of personnel, for
the prevention, control, and treatment of
juvenile delinquency. The Secretary may
make such grants to States and municipali-
ties and to other public and private non-
profit agencles, including institutions of
higher learning or research: Provided, That
the Secretary shall require each grant re-
ciplent to contribute money, facilities, or
services to the extent the Secretary deems
appropriate. He may enter into contracts
for such projects with public or private or-
ganizations or agencies or with any indi-
viduals.

(c) Payments under this title may be
made in advance or by way of reimbursement
as may be determined by the Secretary, and
shall be made on such conditions as the
Secretary finds necessary to carry out the
purposes of this title.

TITLE II—TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SERVICES

Sec, 201. (a) The Secretary shall make
studies, investigations, and reports with re-
spect to matters relating to the prevention,
control, and treatment of juvenile delin-
quency, including the effectiveness of pro-
grams carried out under this Act, cooperate
with and render technical assistance to
States and municipalities and other public
and private agencies in such matters, and
provide short-term training and instruction
in technical matters relating to juvenile de-
linquency.

(b) The BSecretary shall, in connection
‘with all grants and contracts provided for
in title I, collect, evaluate, publish, and dis-
seminate Information and materials for
agencies and personnel engaged in programs
concerning juvenile delinquency.

TITLE III—NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

SEc. 801. (a) There is hereby established
in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare a National Advisory Council on Juve=-
nile Delinquency (hereinafter referred to as
the “Council”). The Council shall be com-
posed of the Secretary or his designee, who
ghall be Chairman, and twelve members ap-
pointed without regard to the civil service
laws by the Secretary. The appointed mem-
bers of the Council shall be persons (includ-
ing persons from public and voluntary or-
ganizations) who are recognized authorlities
in professional or technical fields related to
juvenile delinquency or persons representa-
tive of the general public who are leaders
in programs concerned with juvenile delin-
quency. The Council shall advise the Sec-
retary on the administration of this Act.

(b) Before any grant or contract is made
under title I, the Council shall review the
project involved and shall submit its recom-
mendation thereon to the Secretary. The
Council may also recommend to the Secre-
tary projects initiated by it. The Secretary
is authorized to utilize the services of any
member or members of the Council in con-
nection with matters relating to this Act
for such periods, in addition to conference
periods, as he may determine,

(c) Appointed members of the Council,
while attending meetings of the Council or
otherwise serving at the request of the Sec-
retary, shall be entitled to receive compensa-
tion at a rate to be fixed by the Secretary,
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but not exceeding $50 per diem, including
travel time, and while away from their homes
or regular places of business they may be
allowed travel expenses, including per diem
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law
(5 U.8.C. 73b-2) for persons in the Govern-
ment service employed intermittently. Not-
withstanding the foregoing or any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary may accept the
services of appointed members under this
section without the payment of compensa-
tion therefor (and with or without payment
of travel expenses or per diem in lieu of
subsistence).

(d) (1) Any member of the Council is
hereby exempted, with respect to such ap-

pointment, from the operation of sections

381, 283, 284, and 1914 of title 18 of the
United States Code, and section 180 of the
Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 99), except as
otherwise specified in paragraph (2) of this
subsection,

(2) The exemption granted by paragraph
(1) shall not extend—

(A) to the receipt of payment of salary in
connection with the appointee's Government
service from any source other than the pri-
vate employer of the appointee at the time
of his appointment; or

(B) during the period of such appoint-
ment, and the further period of two years
after the termination thereof, to the prosecu-
tion or participation in the prosecution, by
any person so appointed, of any claim against
the Government involving any matter con-
cerning which the appointee had any respon-
sibility arising out of his appointment during
the period of such appointment.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make regulations governing the adminis-
tration of this Act.

{b) The Secretary shall include in his an-
nual report a full report of the administra-
tion of this Act.

(¢) There are hereby authorized to be in-
cluded for each flscal year in the appropria-
tion for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare such sums as are necessary
to administer this Act.

(d) The term "“State” in this Act includes
the District of Columbia, Virgin Islands,
Puerto Rico, and Guam,

[From the New York Times, Sept. 2, 1959]
CURFEWS ON TEENAGERS APPLAUDED BY POLICE
N Bix U.S. Crries—STREET BAN FoUND
Am 1N CrIME FigHT—IT Is NoT PANACEA,
HOWEVER, OFFICIALS NOTE—PROPOSAL BE-

ING CONSIDERED HERE

(By Seymour Topping)

A survey of six large cities in the United
States shows that a curfew for teenagers can
be wuseful in combating juvenile de-
linguency, but that it falls far short of being
a cure-all for violence and crime.

City officials here debated yesterday the
wisdom of imposing a curfew after the re-
cent gang killings of four Manhattan teen-
agers.

gPDlice Commissioner Stephen P. Eennedy
opposed the curfew proposal as unfair “to
the 97 percent of our children who are law
abiding.” The comnrissioner expressed
doubt that a curfew would be effective and
said it should be a parental responsibility in
any case.

Mr. Kennedy is belleved to have reflected
the views of Mayor Wagner who was instru-
mental in killing a curfew law introduced
into the city council in 1954.

Councilman J. Daniel Diggs of Brooklyn
announced Monday that he would introduce
a proposal to require the city to enforce a
10 p.m, street curfew on teenagers.

In the cities of Philadelphia, Chicago, De=
troit, St. Louis, Cleveland, and San Francisco
laws are in force that keep children under
the age of 17 off the streets after certain

hours. At least a dozen other big cities have
similar ordinances, as do many smaller com-
munities.

CURFEW CALLED ENFORCEABLE

Police spokesmen in the six cities surveyed
agreed that their curfew laws were enfor-
cible and worth while, They stressed, how-
ever, that it was only one of many alds
utilized against juvenile delinquency.

Philadelphia has a typical comprehensive
ordinance that has been in eflect since
Pebruary 1, 1955.

Children under the age of 17, must be off
the streets before 10:30 p.m. unless accom-
panied by a responsible adult. The law ap-
plies Sunday through Thursday and, the
time limit is midnight on Priday and Satur-
day. In the recent New York killings, the as-
sallants involved were mostly 17 or 18 years
of age, while their victims were 16 or younger.

The Philadelphia curfew allows exceptions
when a child is en route home from regular
employment or has been sent by a parent on
some urgent errand such as for medicine.

When a patrolman arrests a violator, &
warning is sent to the parent or guardian.
second violation puts the child and respon-
sible adult before a magistrate’s court, which
sits once a month and tries an average of 5O
cases in an evening,

A parent can be fined $5 to 100 plus court
costs. The manager or proprietor of any pub-
lic establishment that allows youths to loiter
there after curfew can be fined $25 to $300.

Inspector Harry Fox, head of the juvenile
division, sald there were 10,044 violations last
year in Philadelphia, a city of 2 million. Mr,
Fox sald juvenile crime was down 9 percent
last year and had fallen 4 percent in 1957.

In explaining the value of a curfew Lt.
John Hagermoser of Detroit’s Youth Board
sald: “It costs negligent parents money and
s0 they become more alert to what their
children are doing."”

“It helps by making a youngster more ap-
prehensive and less apt to stay out late and
get into trouble,” Sgt. James Stokes of the
Chicago police Youth Board, said.

Capt. Adolph C. Jacobsmeyer of the ju-
venile division of the St. Louis police said:
“We find that 13 percent of the children
picked up after curfew are involved in vari-
ous kinds of other police offenses.”

Harry Fedele of the Cleveland Juvenile
Bureau said: “It does help a great deal in
keeping down juvenile crime. It permits us
to nip gang fights in the bud by clearing the
kids off the streets.”

Describing the curfew as a “terrific help,”
San Francisco Police Chief Thomas J. Ca-
hill sald that “through a word of caution, we
are able many times, we are sure, to prevent
youngsters from getting into trouble.”

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 2, 1959]
Tre New FEUDALISM

Within a single week four more killings—
all of them utterly senseless—have resulted
from blood feuds involving the juvenile
gangs of Manhattan. Some 1,400 New York
City policemen have been diverted from
other important duties to assist in the effort
to repress such adolescent crimes of violence.

In a series of intergang collislons, or
“rumbles,” on the night of August 23, a 15-
year-old girl was shot to death, and a 14-
year-old boy was fatally stabbed on the
lower east side. Four nights later in the
west' slde district, long and notoriously
known as Hell's Kitchen, two boys were
stabbed to death in a publie playground.

The second of these incidents was even
uglier than the other; for the victims seem
not to have been members of any rival gang
and the assailants seem to have had no
special grievance against them. The assail-
ants, it appears, were young Puerto Ricans
representing gangs from another neighbor-
hood known variously by such grandiose
designations as the Young Lords, the Heart
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‘Kings, and the Vampires. Apparently they
were in search of another young Puerto
Rican who had insulted and threatened
one of their members. Not finding him,
they sought to slake their spirit of venge-
ance on a group of neighborhood youths,
mostly of Greek or Slavic ancestry.

The police had little difficulty in identify-
ing the participants in the disturbance.
But the incident has let loose a long-brew=-
ing storm of criticism against Mayor Wag-
ner's youth board, which has been attempt-
ing to resolve the problem of juvenile vio-
lence by seeking close and confidential rela-
tionships with the adolescent gangs that
would enable it to arrange truces or peace
treaties among them.

This, according to the critics, amounts to
a virtual recognition of the gangs as sover-
eign powers. And indeed the juvenile gang,
with its elaborate organization, its claim to
a particular territorial jurisdiction, of “turf,”
does manifest many characteristics of the
political state, an imperium in imperio.
Man, sald Aristotle, is by nature a political
animal, and the gang is another proof of
the truth of this assertion. It affords a form
of citizenship to those for whom the larger
political community has no meaning. It
offers to a frightened and rootless genera-
tion the sense of protecting, of participa-
tion, of “belonging”; but, like the “polis’ and
the Natlon, it exacts in return a sacrificial
loyalty and obedience.

FEDERAL AND PRIVATE AID TO
EDUCATION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call at-
tention to the fact that Federal aid to
education, notwithstanding the terrible
things that are often anticipated about
it, is working out magnificently well.
The Federal Education Commissioner
has just completed his anniversary re-
port on the National Defense Educa-
tion Act, which Congress passed just a
vear ago, and he has nothing but good
things to say about it, in the main.

For one thing, the student loan pro-
gram, which I had the honor, with other
Senators, to pioneer here, and which I
think the Congress was most farsighted
in adopting, rather than the outright
grant idea, is working remarkably well,
Commissioner Derthick says. I quote
him:

Fleld representatives report tremendous
enthusiasm ‘in all parts of the country for
the student loan program.

Again, it is a demonstration of the
fact that our young people are hardy
and are willing to take responsibility,
and are not going soft, as so many peo-
ple think, but are willing to invest in
their education and repay the loan as
soon as they get employment. The
whole program shows a most promising
picture.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a report upon this subject from
an article in the New York Times of
this morning be included in the REcorp
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

EpucATION CHIEF HAILS YEAR'S GAIN—
DerTHICK'S REPORT DETAILS PROGRESS ON
ScHOOL AID UNDER 1958 LEGISLATION

(By Bess Furman)

WasHINGTON, September 1.—Dr. Lawrence
Derthick today halled the first year's record
of the National Defense Education Act as
really impressive.
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The Federal Education Commissioner has
just compiled an anniversary report on the
complicated legislation. It was enacted by
Congress to meet the challenge implicit in
the launching of Russian space satellites.
President Eisenhower signed the 4-year,
billion-dollar measure last September 2.

In tallying the results, Dr. Derthick first
praised the American free-education system.
He said “54 States and Territories” had en-
thusiastically accepted the Federal plan.

From the outset, he sald, State agencles
and institutions of higher learning have
helped develop rules, regulations, and guide-
lines, and have given voluntary testimony
that no Federal control of education has
resulted from the act.

COINCIDES WITH VISIT

By coincidence, the report comes in the
month that Nikita 8. Ehrushchev, Soviet
Premier, will visit this country. Also, the
final report of the first official education mis-
sion to the Soviet Unlon, which was headed
by Dr. Derthick, is scheduled for release next
week.

Among the gains of the last year reported
by Dr. Derthick were these:

“The act is accomplishing its purpose of
channeling talented high school seniors into
college.

“It is regarded as a ‘lifesaver’ by colleges,
since it is starting to produce a new group
of doctors of philosophy as future college
teachers. The shortage of such teachers is
critical.

“Under its provisions, States have tooled
up to start supplying high schools this
month with modern scientific and language-
teaching equipment.

“It has stepped up vocational education in
scientific flelds.

“It is spreading student counseling, the
teaching of languages hitherto rarely on the
curriculum, including Russian; the use of
television as a teaching tool and the use of
modern tabulating machines for uniform
education statistics.”

Details given by the Commissioner included
the following on principal programs:

SETUDENT LOANS

A total of 1 million has been distributed
to 1,192 colleges, and an additional 180 are
starting loan programs this fall. The pro-
gram now covers colleges representing 88 per-
cent of the total enrollment. The new ap-
propriation raises Federal loan funds to $61
million, not enough to meet the demand.
A special consultant panel has developed a
procedure for reviewing requests to insure
maximum benefits from loans.

“Field representatives report tremendous
epthusiasm in all parts of the country for
the student loan program,” Dr. Derthick said.

“Although this program is in its infancy,
it may be confidently stated that thousands
of students who are planning to attend ecol-
lege this fall would have found it impossi-
ble to continue their education without the
aid given through Federal loans.”

FELLOWSHIPS

A thousand fellowships have been award-
ed at an estimated cost of $5,300,000. Those
consist of a $2,000 annual stipend for each
fellow, plus $400 for each dependent. A few
started to study in the summer; most start
this month. Fifteen hundred more fellow=
ships will be awarded about April 1.

“Smaller colleges are asking talented grad-
uates to seek fellowships and return as
faculty members,” Dr. Derthick said.

EQUIPMENT

Plans by 49 States to purchase sclentific
and language-ieaching aids and to repair
laboratories have been approved, and $33,«
748,097 has been certified to for distribution
to them.

Applications for $1,104,919 in loans to pur=-
chase similar equipment for 88 private
schools in 32 States have been approved.
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Thirty-seven more applications totaling
$428,193 have been received, and probahly
will be approved this fiscal year.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as a
part of the same subject, I think it is
tremendously important to all of us to
note that corporate gifts to higher edu-
cation have risen most remarkably in
the last year. Business and industry are
reported to have given $136 million in
1958, as compared with $109 million in
1956. Corporate contributions for all
philanthropic purposes rose from $418
1111]1101:11_10{i to $550 million in the same pe-

The significance of that fact is the
great capitalist revolution in which cor-
porations, in beginning to recognize their
trusteeship for the public interest, are
demonstrating that sense of trusteeship
in their responsibility for great public
activities like education.

It seems to me that there is a very
intimate connection between the possible
continued existence of private colleges—
in the United States and the willingness
of American business and individual
Americans to support them, in order to
enable them to continue their service to
the whole country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this news story from the New
York Times may be made a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

CORPORATE GIFTS TO ScHoOLS RISE—RECORD
$136 MiLLioN GIVEN IN 1958 DESPITE RECES=
SI0N, NATIONAL SURVEY FINDS—COLLEGES
GET MosT Am—23.5 PERCENT INCREASE
Over 1956 BY 215 CompaNiES NoTED—
EicHT IN RED CONTRIBUTE

Despite the recent economic recession,
corporate ald to education set a record last
year, the Council for Financial Aid to Edu-~
cation reported yesterday.

Business and industry gave about $136
million to education in 1958, compared with
$109 million in 1956, according to council
projections. Corporate contributions for all
philanthropic purposes rose from $418 mil-
lion to $550 million over this period.

The council reported the findings of its
third biennial survey, which covered 1958.
The council said that a new check of 215
companies in the 1956 study had showed a
23 5-percent increase in education grants.
These companies gave $40,917,571 in 1958,
against $33,140,806 2 years ago.

Dr. Frank H. Sparks, president of the
council, sald the increases ‘““were made dur-
ing an off-profit year.”

“This is encouraging evidence that the
most alert business management in the world
regards the financial support of higher edu-
cation as of the first lmportance,” he sald.

EIGHT GAVE DESPITE LOSS

The survey found that eight companies
contributed despite operating losses Ilast
year. One concern, through its foundation,
gave almost four times as much as it earned.

A total of 352 of the Nation’'s largest cor-
porations took part in the 1958 survey. Of
this number, 137 were new or first-time
respondents.

This, the council sald, led it to believe
that many more companies had begun con-
tributing to education.

Most of the companies, the report noted,
gave their gifts to institutions of higher
education. Eighty-one companies gave to
Jjunior or community colleges, and 65 to pre=
college institutions. A preference was shown
for supporting private institutions, the
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council said, although 126 companies re-
ported gifts to publicly controlled institu-
tions. Unaceredited colleges received grants
from 39 companies,
THIRTY-FQUR PERCENT UNRESTRICTED

Unrestricted gifts to education amounted
to $16,619,255, or a little more than 34 per-
cent of the total $48,771,277 glven by the
352 companies.

The breakdown of designated gifts was as
follows:
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Other major findings of the survey were:

Education received 284 percent of cor-
porate gifts in 1958, according to the 339
companies reporting their total programs.

The greatest increase in ald to education,
210 percent, came from banking concerns.

Twenty-elght companies—twice the 1956
number—contributed to education last year
at the rate of 1 percent or more of net in-
come before taxes.

DISCRIMINATORY MEMBERSHIP
POLICIES OF 40 AND 8

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, last
week on the Senate floor I protested the
unfortunate action taken by a majority
of the delegates to the American Legion
annual convention when they voted
down a proposal which would have abol-
ished the diseriminatory membership
rules of a Legion affiliate, the 40 and 8,
which permits only white males to
join. Such restrictions obviously bar
Negro veterans and those of oriental
descent.

I said at that time that any such
action directly contradicts the very basis
of our Constitution and the very basis of
the development of the American Legion
itself, which, under its constitution, wel-
comes all U.S. citizens who have served
honorably in time of war.

As a member of the Legion, I stated
at that time that I would not resign, but
would join in the fight against this atti-
tude in the Legion. I urged my view on
the newly elected national commander,
who, to my great pleasure, and that of
my colleague from New York [Mr. KEAT~
inG], happens to be a New Yorker, Mar-
tin B. McEKneally, from Newburgh, N.Y.,
whom I happen to know personally. He
has already released a public statement,
and indeed my colleague from New York
[Mr. Keating]l introduced that state-
ment into the Recorp. But Mr. Mc-
Kneally has sent me a telegram today
which I think would also be of interest
to Members of this body, especially com-
menting upon my feeling that the thing
to do is not to resign from the American
Legion, but to fight within the American
Legion; to stay in the American Legion
and help to preserve, maintain, and im-
prove the Legion as an influence for the
preservation of American ideals.

I say wholeheartedly I feel fortified in
my decision not to resign from the
American Legion, but to work for action
within the Legion with my comrades to
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reverse the action of the convention
delegates, about which we feel so badly,
and which I feel is most unwise not only
in the eyes of Americans, but in the eyes
of people of the free world. -

I pledge myself as a member of the
Legion to follow this action very closely,
and the action which the new national
commander proposes to take, namely, to
appoint a committee to look into this
question. I promise him my full co-
operation. I feel much honored that
my fellow New Yorker, Martin B. Mc~
Kneally, has shown by this action the
true qualities of a national commander
of the American Legion. I am very
happy to serve under him.

I ask unanimous consent that the
telegram to which I have referred may
be made a part of the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the tele-
gram was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

New York, N.Y., August 31, 1959,
Hon. Jacos K. JAVITS,
The U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for the kind sentiments ex-
pressed in your recent telegram. May I laud
you for the position taken by you in connec-
tion with the 40 and 87 I trust that all oth-
ers will follow your example and stay in or
join the American Legion and help us to pre-
serve and maintain and improve this great
organization as an influence for the preser-
vation of American ideals. The following
was released to all news media today:

“An issue raised at the recent national
convention of the American Leglon in Min-
neapolls has received much public comment
and calls for a statement from me as the
national commander.

“The comment is based upon the rejection
of a resolution by the convention which de-
clared the eligibility requirements of the 40
and 8 to be in violation of the constitution
of the American Legion and called for imme-
diate complliance by the 40 and 8 with the
American Legion constitution.

“The convention, it must be borne in mind,
did not stop there. It adopted the report of
the constitution and bylaws committee of
the convention, which declared that exclu-
sion of members because of race, creed, or
color in either the Legion or its subsidiary
organization ‘is presently considered unlaw-
ful.’ It also passed a resolution which called
upon the 40 and 8 to reexamine its eligibility
requirements with the purpose of making
them coincide with those of the American
Legion.

“This resolution, while general in tone,
nevertheless calls for immediate action by
the Amerlcan Leglon,

“As national commander, 1t is my respon-
sibility to see that that action is not delayed.
For the information of all, I shall state my
own personal position in this matter.

“{1) I believe that the essential require-
ments for eligibility in the American Legion,
as set out in its constitution, should not be
added to by & subsidiary organization. The
40 and 8, which is an independent corpora-
tion, restricts its membership to legionnaires
who are ‘white males.” The membership re-
quirements of the American Legion, be it
noted, are simple: honorable service by U.S.
citizens in time of war, and none other.

“{2) I beleive that American Legion, com-
posed as 1t is of veterans of three wars which
were fought for the preservation of freedom
and human dignity, should be in the fore-
front in promoting brotherhood and should
be the leader in allaying prejudice.

“(3) I am required in this connection to
do all that lies within my power to uphold
the constitution of the American Legion, and
to do less would be a clear viclation of my
obligations as national commander.
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“I ghall appoint a committee to meet with
the 40 and 8 to discuss and clarify and to
bring to a proper conclusion this conflict;
and I shall act in all these matters without
delay.

“In conclusion, I say that my responsibility
as national commander is to preserve the
American Legion and all of its original great-
ness as the guardian of American ideals and
to lead this organization in the difficult days
that lie ahead, and to act always in accord-
ance with the highest and best traditions of
the American Legion and of the United States
of America.”

I would appreciate your reaction.

MARTIN B. MCKNEALLY,
National Commander, the American
Legion.

ORDER TO RECESS TO 11 O'CLOCK
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand in recess until 11 o’clock tomor-
row morning.

The VICE PRESIDENT,
jection, it is so ordered.

‘Without ob-

ORDER FOR LIMITATION OF DE-
BATE DURING MORNING BUSI-
NESS TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that we
have the usual morning hour when we
convene tomorrow, for the transaction
of routine business, with a limitation on
statements of 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

LAKE MICHIGAN WATER
DIVERSION

- Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, I have
heard it said on the floor a number of
times, and I think it was said only in a
kind of effort to provoke our side, that
we were filibustering. In this morning’s
Washington Post and Times Herald
there is a fine editorial entitled “Sniteh-
ing Great Lakes Water.” I am going to
read it because it is a complete answer
to what I think is a superficial objec~
tion. I said yesterday that if someone
would examine the Recorp and ascer-
tain the amount of time that has been
spent discussing the issue or issues, he
would find that most of the time was
consumed by extraneous matter.

The editorial reads: :

Opponents of the Great Lakes water diver-
sion bill are under charges of fillbustering,

but up to this point the debate seems to
illustrate the basic difference—

I emphasize “the basic difference’”—

between a filibuster and vigorous discussion
on a vital issue.

I interject at this point to say that
last night it was my privilege to see the
President of the United States on tele-
vision. The telecast came from Eng-
land, and he was discussing matters with
Mr. Macmillan., Among other things,
he spoke very feelingly about the fact
that for some 140-odd years we have
lived at peace with our great neighbor to
the north of us. There were no battle-
wagons, there were no fortifications on
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the border between the two countries,
but we were living at peace. But he
brought out the idea, further, it was
imperative that we continue that condi-
tion, especially in these days when we are
facing conditions which may blow up
the world in our faces unless we use
judgment and reason.

I continue reading:

A filibuster is a time wasting device to
prevent action by the Senate after all the
arguments are in. Though many ents
have been repeated in the debate on the
water diversion bill, the net effect has been
to alert the country and the Senate to the
dangers of a measure that has been too little
understood.

Yes; it is too little understood. In the
time of the little arguing we have done
on the floor—and I have done very
little—the seats have been empty, as
they are now. We are only getting into
the minds of Senators the vital issue;
that is, we must not kick Canada, the
best friend we ever had, in the teeth.

I continue to read the editorial:

Though many arguments have been re-
peated in the debate on the water diversion
bill, the net effect has been to alert the
country and the Senate to the dangers of
a measure that has been too little under-
stood. What now appears to be a very large
minority opposing the bill may become a
majority.

The arguments for not rushing into a ven-
ture of this sort are very persuasive. Sena-
tor McNamarA pointed out that four cases
involving water diversion from Lake Michi-
gan are now before the Supreme Court and
that a special master appointed by the Court
will soon begin taking testimony on every
facet of this problem. It is well to remem-=-
ber that Chicago's existing right of diver-
sion stems from the Court’s decree of 1930.
Even if legislation should seem ultimately
desirable, Congress could legislate to far bet-
ter advantage after the Court has further
spelled out the legal issues.

Another strong argument for not passing
the blll now is that the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee has had no opportunity
to study it. On Monday the Senate refused
by a narrow margin to send the bill to For-
eign Relations, but Canada’s objections to
the bill remain strong. It would be inex-
cusable to pass the bill without a full analy-
sis of these objections and the impact that
such action would have upon relations be-
tween the United States and Canada.

Irepeat:

It would be inexcusable to pass the bill
without a full analysis of these objections
and the impact that such action would have
upon relations between the United States
and Canada.

Sponsors of the bill try to justify riding
roughshod over Canada's wishes regarding
these international waters by saying that of-
ficlals in Ottawa have shifted their position
in the last year—

I deny that statement. I expect to
speak today, to show there has been no
shift of position. If we were to tell the
truth, it would relate to the actions in our
own State Department on that issue,
rather than a change in the position of
the Canadian Government—
Spokesmen for Canada deny this emphat-
ically, but even if it were true wo do not see
that it would have any substantial bearing
on the issue now before the Senate. There
is no question whatever about Canada’s pres=-
ent resentment over the effort to take water
without her consent from the Great Lakes-

. Bt. Lawrence system jointly owned by the
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two countries, and it is current attitudes and
policies that have to be reckoned with.

There are strong indications, moreover,
that in any event approval of the bill by the
Senate would be only a gesture. Fresident
Eisenhower would doubtless veto this meas-
ure as he has done in the case of two similar
bills—in part because it would divert Ca-
nadian-United States water without any
negotiations on the subject with Canada.
It is said that some Senators are being urged
to vote for the bill as a means of conciliating
the sponsors because the President will pre-
vent it from becoming effective—

Yesterday that issue was met head on
by my distinguished associate from Wis-
consin, who is doing a tremendous job
on the floor of the Senate, and has been
carrying most of the argument so far.

I will say definitely, in my opinion this
is a Government of divided powers. We
legislators cannot shift our responsibil-
ity to the President; and, vice versa, the
President cannot shift his responsibility
to us. In my humble opinion, it is our
function to get acquainted with the facts.
In my opinion, this is the most significant
and far-reaching piece of proposed leg-
islation which has come hefore the Sen-
ate this session. Its consequences would
be such that if we do the wrong thing
we will alienate, as the Canadian note
implies, a large section of our friends
to the north.

I continue to read the editorial:

Surely the opposite reasoning ought to
prevail in a responsible legislative body.
Since a veto seems inevitable, why would any
Senator wish to antagonize our good neigh-
bor to the north by a futile gesture that will
serve no other purpose?

Mr. President, in view of my dis-
jointed discussion, so to speak, of the is-
sues involved, I ask unanimous consent
that'the entire editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

SNITCHING GREAT LAKES WATER

Opponents of the Great Lakes water di-
version bill are under charges of filibuster-
ing, but up to this point the debate seems
to illustrate the basic difference between a
filibuster and vigorous discussion on a vital
issue. A filibuster is a timewasting device
to prevent action by the Senate after all the

arguments are in. Though many arguments .

have been repeated in the debate on the
water diversion bill, the net effect has been
to alert the country and the Senate to the
dangers of a measure that has been too little
understood. What now appears to be a very
large minority opposing the bill may become
a majority. i

The arguments for not rushing into a ven-
ture of this sort are very persuasive. Sesnator
McNamara polnted out that four cases in-
volving water diversion from Lake Michigan
are now before the Supreme Court and that
a special master appointed by the Court
will soon begin taking testimony on every
facet of this problem. It is well to remem-
ber that Chicago's existing right of diversion
stems from the Court's decree of 1930. Even
if legislation should seem ultimately desir-
able, Congress could legislate to far better
advantage after the Court has further
spelled out the legal issues.

Another strong argument for not passing
the bill now is that the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee has had no opportunity
to study it. On Monday the Senate refused

by a narrow margin to send the bill. to-

Foreign Relations, but €anada's objections
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to the bill remain strong. It would be in-
excusable to pass the bill without a full
analysis of these objections and the impact
that such action would have upon relations
between the United States and Canada.
Sponsors of the bill try to justify riding
roughsheod over Canada’s wishes regarding
these international waters by saying that
officials in Ottawa have shifted their posi-
tion in the last year. Spokesmen for
Canada deny this emphatically, but even if
it were true we do not see that it would
have any substantial bearing on the issue
now before the Senate. There i8 no ques-
tion whatever about Canada’s present re-
sentment over the effort to take water with-
out her consent from the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence system jointly owned by the two
countries, and it is current attitudes and
policles that have to be reckoned with,
: - There are strong indications, moreover,
that In any event approval of the bill by the
Senate would be only a gesture, President
Elsenhower would doubtless veto this meas-
ure as he has done in the case of two similar
bills—in part because it would divert Ca-
nadian-United States water without any
negotiations on the subject with Canada.
It is said that some Senators are being urged
to vote for the bill as a means of conciliat-
ing the sponsors because the President will
prevent it from become effective. Surely the
opposite reasoning ought to prevail in a
responsible legislative body. Since a veto
seems inevitable, why would any Senator
wish to antagonize our good neighbor to
the north by a futile gesture that will serve
no other purpose?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. - Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the
Senator from Wisconsin for the self-
criticism in which the Senator has in-
dulged, in stating his remarks  were
disjointed. I congratulate the Senator

on the accuracy of his observation.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, if I may
reply to that, I am sure the brilliant re-
mark, the scintillating remark, the won-
derful professorial remark of the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois really does
not merit any response, but I kind of
love those old grey hairs of his, because
at times his mind becomes very irra-
tional.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WILEY. Iyield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Wisconsin has expired.
The Senator may seek recognition in his
own right.

Mr., PROXMIRE subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today my senior
colleague [Mr. WiLEY], who is doing a
fine job in fighting against the enact-
ment of HR. 1, not only in the interest
of Wisconsin, but also in the behalf of all
the Great Lakes States and the other
interested States, and to make sure that
our country gives proper consideration to
the interests of Canada, placed an in-
sertion in the REecorp which I wish to
refer to at this time.

I ask unanimous consent that my re-
marks on this editorial appear imme-
diately after earlier remarks of my
senior colleague from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there
are two or three important points I wish
to mention in respect to this editorial,



17672

First, it appears in a neutral newspa=
per. The Washington Post, of course,
has no reason to favor Chicago, New
York, Wisconsin, or Canada. It is a
newspaper which can speak out from
its conscience and on the merits, without
regard to any special commercial or in-
dustrial interest.

In the second place, as my distin=
guished' colleague has mentioned, the
editorial in the Washington Post points
out the opponents of this bill have not
and are not engaging in a filibuster.
The first sentence reads:

Opponents of the Great Lakes water di-
version bill are under charges of filibuster-
ing, but up to this point the debate seems
to illustrate the basic difference between a
fililbuster and vigorous discussion on a vital
issue.

Yesterday we discussed H.R. 1 at sub-
stantial length. In the course of the
discussion, we who oppose the bill stuck
to the point just as much as we could.
When I held the floor for a consider-
able period yesterday afternoon, at no
time did I depart during the debate from
my discussion of the merits of the bill.
On one occasion I was questioned on
interest rates, which subjects, of course,
is neither germane nor relevant to HR.
1. It is interesting to note, however,
that my interrogators were proponents
of the bill. They included the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] and the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranp]l, both of
whom have voted for the bill. We were
questioned at some length on interest
rates, for a period of perhaps a half hour.

Except for that discussion, we stayed
right on the proposed legislation. The
only interruption was when my good
friend, the senior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras], departed from the dis-
cussion on the bill to discuss the ques-
tion of filibuster itself, which, as the
Washington Post editorial points out, is
not pertinent to the discussion of this
proposed legislation.

Mr. President, I have one further re-
mark to make on this editorial. I call
attention to the last paragraph.

The conclusion reached in the last
paragraph may be erroneous. It reads:

President Eisenhower would doubtless veto
this measure as he has done in the case of
two similar bills,

Mr. President, I earnestly hope that
the Washington Post is right, but the
conclusion as to a veto is based on the
fact that the President has vetoed two
similar bills. I call attention to the fact
that when those bills were vetoed the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIrK-
sEN] was not the minority leader. He
was not the spokesman for the President
in the U.,S. Senate. Today the junior
Senator from Illinois, who is a strong
proponent of the bill, a man to whom
this bill is of very great interest, is the
President’s spokesman.

I know the President is a fine man.
He is a man who will act on the basis
of the merits. But the fact is that the
President is an extremely busy man, He
has many other concerns. It is entirely
possible that the enormously persuasive
influence of the junior Senator from Illi-
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nois, which he has already demonstrated
on votes previously taken on the hill,
may prevail on the President. For this
reason I hope that Senators will recog-
nize that if they vote for this bill and
it passes, there is a possibility that the
President of the United States may sign
the bill and it would become law.

Mr. ATIEKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont for a question.

Mr. AIKEN. I hope the Senator has
observed that, in spite of the position
of the leadership on this side of the aisle,
the majority of Republicans have voted
against this water steal, and in favor of
preserving our treaty with Canada, in
every record vote which has been taken
on the bill. :

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am delighted the
Senator from Vermont has pointed out
that fact. He is correct. There is no
doubt that the agencies of our Govern-
ment support the opposition to this bill.
The agencies which are under the Pres-
ident of the United States feel strongly
that the President should veto the bill if
it shall be passed. But I say he may nof.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

v Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does nof the Senator
think this information will be extremely
valuable to carry to the voters of Chi-
cago and Illinois about the position of
the Republicans and of the administra-
tion? Does not the Senator think that
would be very good information to carry
to the voters of Illinois?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I presume it would
bhe of great use in Illinois. I can un-
derstand why the Senator from Illinois
has asked this question of the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has
expired.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
to the consideration of executive busi-
ness.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COM-
MITTEES

The following favorable reports
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Leonard P. Walsh, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be U.S, district judge for the Dis-
trict of Columbia,

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Finance:

Norman A, Ereckman, of New York, to be
collector of customs, with headquarters at
Rochester, N.Y; and

David A. Lindsay, of New York, to be Gen-
eral Counsel for the Department of the
Treasury.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no further reports of committees, the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

of
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THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC
ENERGY AGENCY

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of John A, McCone, of California, to be a
representative of the United States of
America to the third session of the Gen-
eral Conference of the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Paul F. Foster, of Maryland, to be an
alternate representative of the United
States of America to the third session
of the General Conference of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

UNITED NATIONS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Henry Cabot Lodge, of Massachu-
setts, to be a representative of the
United States of America to the 14th
session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, to serve no longer than
December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of James G. FurTon, U.S. Representative
from the State of Pennsylvania, to be
a representative of the United States of
America to the 14th session of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations, to
serve no longer than December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-

jection, the nomination is confirmed.
. The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, U.S. Represent-
ative from the State of Wisconsin, to
be a representative of the United States
of America to the 14th session of the
General Assembly of the United Nations,
to serve no longer than December 31,
1959,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Walter S. Robertson, of Virginia, to be
a representative of the United States of
America to the 14th session of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations, to
serve no longer than December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of George Meany of Maryland, to be a
representative of the United States of
America to the 14th session of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations, to
serve no longer than December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Virgil M. Hancher, of Iowa, to be an
alternate representative of the United
States of America to the 14th session of
the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions, to serve no longer than December
31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Charles W. Anderson, Jr., of Ken-
tucky, fo be an alternate representative
of the United States of America to the
14th session of the General Assembly of
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the United Nations, to serve no longer
than December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Erle Cocke, Jr., of Georgia, to be an
alternate representative of the United
States of America to the 14th session of
the General Assembly of the United
Nations, to serve no longer than De-
cember 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Mrs. Oswald B. Lord, of New York, to
be an alternate representative of the
United States of America to the 14th
session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, to serve no longer than
December 31, 1959,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Harold Riegelman, of New York, to
be an alternate representative of the
United States of America to the 14th
session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, to serve no longer than
December 31, 1959.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Without ob~
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to say a word about the confirma-
tion of the nominations of the delegates
and alternate delegates to the United
Nations. ;

I have with great pleasure this morn-
ing found upon the list two men who are
personal friends of mine of years stand-
ing, with whom I have enjoyed a close
and very happy relationship. They are
men of such service and distinction for
our country that I shall take only a
brief moment of the Senate’s time to say
& word about them.

The first is JAMEsS G. FuLTON, a Repre-
sentative in Congress from the State of
Pennsylvania; and the other is Harold
Riegelman, of New York.

Jm Furton is probably the closest
friend I had in the House of Representa-
tives. We sat together on the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs for 8 years, and
we fought many battles for what I con-
sider to be and for what he considers
to be the constructive foreign policy for
the United States. I wish to pay him a
special tribute, as the chairman of a
small subcommittee of 3 which went to
Europe in 1947, and helped mightily to
produce the Displaced Persons Act of
1948. As a result of the investigation
which Representative Furton, Repre-
sentative CuerLr, of Kentucky, and I,
then being a Representative from New
York, made of the displaced persons
camps, visiting personally some 750 of
them, and bringing back to the House of
Representatives a personal report, I feel
we had an enormous impact upon the
House and were heavily responsible for
the Displaced Persons Act. Of all the
fine things Representative Furton has
done, Mr. President, I think his chair-
manship of that subcommittee in the
80th Congress will always be his finest
ornament,

Mr. President, Harold Riegelman is
one of our very distinguished New York-
ers, a one-time Republican candidate for
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mayor of New York, a leading citizen in
the community sense and in every way,
well known to every New Yorker as an
agreeably astute and as a liberal-minded
watchdog of the public purse. Mr.
Riegelman is now, I suppose, entitled to
be called Ambassador. He is a very dis-
tinguished member of a fine New York
law firm, and has never been a lawyer
who, notwithstanding his success, has
denied to the public service one moment
of his time. He has a most illustrious
record, as is evident from the papers on
file with the committee. It is a great
personal pleasure to me to note the pre-
ferment which has been vouchsafed to
him today.

Mr. President, I also have two other
friends upon this list, CLEMENT J. Za-
BLOCKI, from the House of Representa-
tives, who will also represent our coun-
try, as a delegate, and Mrs. Oswald B.
Lord. I congratulate both of them upon
their confirmation today.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to associate myself
with the very generous statement my
friend from New York has made about
Representative FuLTon and Representa-
tive ZasrLockr. I have known them for
many years, and have a very high regard
for them. The President has made two
very good appointments in honoring
them.

I have noted with a great deal of in-
terest and approval the very excellent
service former Senator Lodge is render-
ing at the United Nations, and I am glad
to see the Senate take favorable action
in connection with all these nominations.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
this same matter, I should like to say
that the Honorable CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI
is the Representative from the Fourth
District in Milwaukee. He is continuing
to render very fine service on the House
Foreign Affairs Committee. He has had
a number of very difficult assignments
which he has discharged very ably, and
I am very proud that he is being con-
firmed this morning. I am sure that
in appointing him the President has
shown very good judgment. I am sure
that CLEMENT J. ZaBLOCKI will serve the
Nation well. He is certainly eminently
qualified.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Harry F. Stimpson, Jr., of Massachu-
setts, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States
of America to Paraguay.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD in the chair). Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

U.S. DISTRICT JUDGES

The Chief Clerk read sundry nomina-
tions of U.S. district judges.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations be considered and con-
firmed en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the mnominations are con-
firmed en bloc,
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JUDGE OF THE DISTRICT COURT

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Walter A. Gordon, of California, to
be judge of the District Court for the
Virgin Islands for a term of 8 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask that
the President be notified of all nomina-
tions confirmed today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be notified forthwith.

Mr. WILEY subsequently said: Mr.
President, with regard to the nominees
to the United Nations, I am personally
acquainted with Henry Cabot Lodge:
Representative James G. Fulton, of
Pennsylvania; Representative Clement
J. Zablocki, of Wisconsin; Walter S.
Robertson, of Virginia; and George
Meany, of Maryland, I am also ac-
quainted with Mrs. Oswald B. Lord, of
New York.

I approve everything that was said by
my associate [Mr., ProxMmire] in rela-
tion to Representative ZasLockr. All the
nominees to whom I have referred are
great Americans. I am satisfied that
they will perform a distinguished service
in the United Nations. I only wish I
could be there and watch them, They
are dedicated individuals, who recognize
the significance of the United Nations
in this age.

Mr. KUCHEL subsequently said: Mr.
President, the name of a distinguished
American, a longtime able lawyer and a
native Californian has been sent to the
Senate as a nominee by the President
of the United States to be judge of the
District Court for the Virgin Islands. In
confirming Walter A. Gordon to be a
member of the Federal judiciary today,
the Senate has approved a thoroughly
competent and distinguished attorney, a
very able public servant, and, beyond
that, one whose whole lifetime does in-
finite credit to the maxim that in free
America people are created free and
equal and each citizen advances in ac-
cordance with his own zeal and his own
ability, his own capacity and his own
labor.

Years ago Federal Judge Walter A,
Gordon was a student at the University
of California. He graduated in law from
that great institution as a doctor of
jurisprudence. He was a great athlete,
He was an all-American footbhall player
at his alma mater. He practiced law in
his home county of Alameda with dis-
tinetion. Subsequently the Governor of
California, now the distinguished Chief
Justice of the United States, appointed
him first as a member and then as chair-
man for almost a decade of the Cali-
fornia Adult Authority, where he per-
formed an invaluable and outstanding
public service, recognized by the bench

.and bar and the general public alike.

The President of the United States ap-
pointed Judge Gordon the Governor of
the Virgin Islands, in which as chief
executive of that American possession
he achieved a great reputation among
the people over whose public problems he
sat in judement as chief administrator,

Judge Gordon is a family man, He
and Mrs. Gordon have three children,
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Walter Jr., Edwin C., and Betty Mae.
The two sons were in the American Army
during World War II. One was com-
missioned an officer on the field of battle
for bravery.

The people of my State feel a sense
of pride in the action of the Senate in
confirming Walter A. Gordon, of Cali-
fornia, as judge of the District Court for
the Virgin Islands and in the judement
of the President in nominating him.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate return to
the consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider legislative
business.

DEFINITION OF TERMS USED IN
DEBATE OVER LABOR LEGISLA-
TION

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
there is a slight possibility that there
might be some discussion of the labor
bill on the floor, although I am more
and more hopeful by the hour that we
will reach general rapport before the
day is over. However, there always
exists the possibility that we might have
one or two unresolved parts of the bill
now in conference. I have therefore
prepared a glossary of terms which
might be used in any debate which
might ensue over any legislation. I am
also mailing a copy of it to each of my
colleagues, because I find in speaking
to them there is a general misunder-
standing of many of these terms, which
seem rather simple to those who live
with them day after day.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that this definition of
terms that may be used in a debate over
labor legislation be made a part of my
remarks at this point.

There being no objection, the glossary
of terms was ordered to be prinfed in
the Recorp, as follows:

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN THE CURRENT
DEBATE OVER LABOR LEGISLATION

1. Secondary boycott: A secondary boycott
involves the application of pressure—usually
economic pressure—on one company for the
purpose of forcing it to stop doing business
with another company. There are two types
of secondary boycotts: the secondary em-
gooyee boycott and the secondary consumer

ycott.

A secondary emplcyee bOYCOtt involves the
refusal of employees of a neutral or third
party employer to perform work for the pur-
pose of compelling their employer to cease
doing business with another employer.

A secondary consumer, or customer, boy-
cott involves the refusal of consumers or
customers to buy the produets or services
of one employer in order to force him to
stop doing business with another employer.
_ It is generally agreed that the Taft-Hart-
ley Act was intended to outlaw the induce-
ment of secondary employee boycotts. The
language of the act does not touch the sec-
ondary consumer boycott. The ¢urrent dis-
cussion in regard to secondary boycotts re-
lates to making more effective the prohibi-
tion against secondary employee boycotts
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and the question of adding a prohibition
agalnst secondary consumer boycotts.

Among terms commonly used in secondary

boycott discussions are the following:
(a) Primary employer: He is the employer

involved in the primary dispute with the

union. :

- (b) Secondary employer: He is the em-
ployer who does business with the primary
employer that is engaged in a labor dispute.

(c) Common situs: The term refers to the
physical location, such as a econstruction
project, where the employees of more than
one employer are performing work at the
same time.

The ‘question of picketing at a common
situs is at issue. The present law has been
interpreted to permit picketing at the com-
mon situs only under very limited circum-
stances, one of which is that the employer
with whom the union has a primary dispute
does not have a regular place of business in
the area.

(d) Hot cargo clause: This is a provision
in a collective bargaining contract which
seeks to permit employees to refuse to per-
form work on materials or equipment re-
ceived from or being sent to another em-
ployer with whom the union has a primary
dispute.

Under early Board and court decisions, hot
cargo clauses were accepted as a valid de-
Tense to otherwisé unlawful conduct. Sub-
sequent decisions have changed the rule.
Hot cargo provisions are no longer a valid
defense to otherwise unlawful conduct under
the secondary boycott provisions of the act.

(e) Struck work: Struck work is work
which is farmed out or subcontracted to
another employer because of the existence of
a strike in the primary employer’s shop.

Under the present act the Board and the
courts have, under certain circumstances,
found no violation of the secondary boycott
section of the act where employees of a sec-
ondary employer have refused to handle work
from another employer which would have
been handled by his own employees but for
the existence of a strike,

2. Picketing:

(a) Blackmalil or coerclve plcketing This
1s a general term referring to picketing
which has the effect of coercing employees in
the exercise of their right to freely select or
reject a bargalning agent.

For more than 6 years the Board and the
courts held that the Taft-Hartley Act did not
restrict such picketing except where the
plcketing was designed to compel an em-
ployer to bargain with one union where an-
other union had already been certified.
Within the past several years, Board and
court thinking has changed and now, under
certain circumstances, such picketing will be
regarded as a violation of section 8(b) (1) of
the act.

(b) Organizational picketing: This is
picketing which ostensibly is directed to-
ward urging employees to join a union.

(c) Recognition picketing: This is picket=
ing which has as its objective compelling the
employer to recognize the union as the bar-
gaining agent for its employees without an
election.

Some State courts have tried to make a
distinction between organizational and recog-
nition picketing, permitting the former while
prohibiting the latter. In some cases, the
difference in the objective of the picketing
may be obvious; in other cases the difference
turns on rather small facts.

8. Strikes: A strike is a concerted refusal
on the part of employees to perform work.
A strike can be either primary or secondary.
- (a) Economic strike: This is a strike which
takes place because of a dispute over wages,
hours, and working conditions. Such a
strike is really a primary employee boycott.
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(b) Unfair labor practice strike: The pur-
pose of such a strike is to counter what the
union alleges to be the company’'s unfair
labor practices.

(¢) Recognition strike: This Is a strike to
compel the company to recognize the union
as the bargaining agent for a group of em-
ployees without an election,

4. No-man’s land: The phrase refers to
those businesses In the United States over
which the National Labor Relations Board
could, but has declined to, exercise jurlsdie-
tion and over which State courts and agencies
have been, by Supreme Court decisions, pre-
cluded from exercising jurisdiction in certain
basic matters relating to labor relations.
These companies and their employees are cur-
rently without a forum which can consider
such basic matters as represenfation and
unfair labor practices.

The courts have generally held that Oon-
grees, in passing the Wagner Act in 1935 and
the Taft-Hartley Act in 1847, intended to
exercise its full authority under the com-
merce clause in the Constitution. Thus, the
NLRB was empowered to exercise jurisdiction
over all enterprises engaged in interstate
commerce and all enterprises whose activi-
tles affected interstate commerce. The
Board, for administrative reasons, has never
exercised its full jurisdiction. Until about
3 years ago State courts and State agencles
generally operated in those areas in which the
National Board could have acted but did not,
Then, beginning with the Supreme Court’s
decision in the Garner case, State courfs and
agencies have been increasingly restricted in
their activities in this area on the theory
that, for certain important purposes, Federal
law has preempted the field.

PROPOSED BOYCOTT OF TOUGH-
LABOR-BILL BACKERS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
cannot speak of the legality or the
morality of the action I am about to
bring to the attention of the Senate,
but I have in my hand a very interest-
ing clipping from the Louisville Courier
Journal, which indicates that the execu-
tive pecretary of the EKentucky State
AFL-CIO is publishing the names of
firms which wrote their Representatives
asking that the Landrum-Griffin bill be
passed. In other words, this is a new
way of getting a blacklist. The State
AFL-CIO are urging that people not
trade with these American businessmen
who saw in their own hearts the need
for stronger legislation than the Senate
passed, and who urged their Represent-
atives in Congress to vote their wishes.

This labor leader is probably well
within his legal rights in doing this, he
may be within his moral rights, but, Mr.
President, this is the kind of thing that
has to stop in this country, on both sides.
We have to stop blacklisting union mem-
bers because management does not agree
with them. We have to stop blacklist-
ing management because the union does
not happen to agree with them.

I am a little surprised that after the
uncalled-for letter of James Carey,
another labor leader in the country
should see fit to expose one of labor’s
weak flanks to the public at this particu-
lar time. I hope my colleagues will take
note of what I am referring to.

I ask unanimous consent that this clip-
ping from the Louisville Courier Journal
be inserted at this point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EzeELLE UrGEs BoYCOTTING ToUGH-LABOR-BILL
BacKERS—WOULDN'T Buy FROM RETAILERS
WHo WROTE CONGRESSMEN—SAYS UNDER
100 F1rps INVOLVED
Louisville area organized labor was urged

last night to quit buying from retailers who

wrote Congressmen to back tough labor leg-
islation.

Sam Ezelle, executive secretary of the Een-
tucky State AFI-CIO, said the Kentucky
Labor News would publish the names of the
firms that wrote Congressmen.

The paper, official organ of the State labor
body which has about 100,000 members, has
already published a list of 13 firms here
that urged adoption of the labor-hated Lan-
drum-Griffin bill.

Ezelle made his boycott recommendation
in a report on Federal legislation to the
Louisville Central Labor Council.

“I am more than a ‘little tired of this
1-day-a-week romance with storekeepers,” he
sald. *“They love us on payday and the rest
of the week they write letters to Frankfort
urging a right-to-work law and to Washing-
ton for a Landrum-Griffin bill.”

Ezelle said he had ways of finding out
which stores wrote Congressmen.

“Don’t ask me how, but I can find out,”
he said.

He sald, in addition to publishing the
names in the State publication, lists would
be sent to local unions.

“Now I'm not saying don't buy from
them,"” he said. “But as good unionists you
know what to do and it won't be a second-
ary boycott."”

Ezelle estimated that there are a little
less than 100 stores involved.

The CLC endorsed Ezelle's proposal.

In other action, the CLC voted a $100 do-
nation to Kosalr Crippled Children Hospital,
heard a plea from Louisville police officers
for support to get higher wages, and an ad-
dress from University of Louisville President
Philip Davidson.

Detective Charles Yates, speaking for the
Louisville Police Officers Assoclation, asked
organized labor's help in eirculating, and
signing petitions to the board of aldermen
asking for a pay raise.

Davidson told the meeting of the univer-
sity’s development plans.

LABOR LEGISLATION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Arizona will yield for
a question, I do not know whether he
can answer this or not, but I should like
to ask a question relative to the confer-
ence on the labor-management bill, Is
consideration being given to the possi-
bility of exempting the clothing and
garment trades so that they can continue
on the same basis on which they operate
at the present time?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might say that,
thanks to the help of the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. JaviTs], the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. KEaTING],
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scort], we have been able to devise lan-
guage which will accomplish that resuilt.
The conferees have been in complete ac-
cord that this should be done all the way
through, but we were unable to get lan-
guage that would satisfy the desire, and
not at the same time expand it to cover
any number of other firms, In other
words, we did not want to exempt all in-
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dustries from the hot cargo provisions
of the bill, but I can assure the distin-
guished Senator from Montana that the
language is before us, that we are agreed
on it, and I am very hopeful, as I said
earlier,’ that some time today we can
reach complete agreement. :

I may say, in concluding my reply,
that in my opinion we have only one
stumbling block, and that is what we
call the construction situs, which was
offered as an amendment to the Senate
bill, and which was defeated on the Sen-
ate floor, and which was part of the
Elliott bill which was defeated. It is not
contained in the House bill, and is not
contained in either bill. It is extraneous.
It has absolutely no application to the
disclosures before the McClellan com-
mittee.

All the members of the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee have given
their word that they would take this
whole subject of the construction indus-
try up at the next session, and give it
their full attention. This is in no way
construction situs, in no way solves the
problems of the construction industry. I
am very hopeful that during the course
of the day the forces working for the
inclusion of this stumbling block will
recede, that they will realize that rea-
sonable men will keep their word and
do something about it next year. To
me it is unheard of to include in a con-
ference report a piece of legislation that
was turned down by both Houses and
has no application to labor reform. So
I am hopeful that we can overcome the
effort.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
tor for his words of encouragement rela-
tive to what may well be a final solution
to protect the good labor relations now
existing in the clothing and garment
trade industries, and I hope that the
other matters will be considered and
resolved also.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I can assure the
Senator I have a deep interest in this.
As the Senator knows, I have been a re-
tailer all of my life. I have worked in
what- we call the garment sections of
‘New York, Los Angeles, St. Louis, and
Chicago. I know this problem inti-
mately. I would be the last one who
would want to see this relationship
upset.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
tor, and I hope that the construction
trades matter will be settled satisfac-
torily.

Mr., DOUGLAS and Mr. JAVITS ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have promised
to yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not the Sena-
tor from Arizona agree with me that the
able and persistent efforts of the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNa-
MARA], the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. RanporLpH], and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, have contributed

‘greatly to the exemption of the garment

trades and of the building trades from
provisions found objectionable, and that
the forces that have been trying to pun-
ish these unions have come primarily
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from the coalition of rightwing Republi-
cans and of some of our brethren from
south of the Mason and Dixon line?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
with the first part of that question I can
agree wholeheartedly, and I go further
and say that all members of this con-
ference have been extremely helpful.
There has been no party feeling. There
has been no politics.

As to the second part of the question,
I challenge my friend from Illinois to
describe one punitive measure in this bill
he can ascribe to Democrats or Repub-
licans. I regret that at this late hour
the Senator decides to inject partisan
politics in  something that has not been
in our deliberations so far.

I regret that at this late hour he
decides to inject partisan politics into
what has not been partisan politics.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is certainly frue
that in the bill passed by the House there
were a number of punitive measures.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Can the Senator
name one?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly; a com-
plete ban on organizational picketing,

Mr. GOLDWATER. There was no
complete ban on organizational picket-
ing. The Senator has not read the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Landrum-Grif-
fin bill virtually bans all forms of organ-
izational picketing. :

Mr. GOLDWATER. *“Virtually” is a
long way from ‘“complete.” I suggest
that the Senator further explore the
field. He will find that the word “virtu-
ally” does not even apply.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

- Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arizona be allowed 2 additional
minutes in order that he may yield to the
Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Moss
in the chair). Without objection, it is
so ordered. t

Mr. JAVITS. I appreciate the cour-
tesy of the Senator from Arizona in
yielding to me. I think I know a little
about the garment trade exemption. I
found no member of the conference com-
mittee who did not want to provide for it,
though there was considerable difference
of opinion as to how it might best be
done. But during my talks with mem-
bers of the conference committee, I
found unanimity over the fact that elim-
ination of the type of sweatshop practice
which has been eliminated in the ap-
parel business—at least it is on the way
toward being eliminated, if it has not
been completely eliminated as yet—
should be encouraged, with special con-
sideration in the proposed legislation.

1 cannot testify with respect to other
aspects of the bill, or characterize them.
There are other sections of the bill,
which I opposed here and in the other
body, but I do know about the exemption
for the garment trade. I felt very much
that there was great goodwill mani-
fested on all sides in an effort to solve
this problem. :

I think the Senator from Arizona has
been too modest in speaking of his own
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part, which was most constructive and
very helpful. I am very glad that the
Senate is able to receive such a construc-
tive report on this particular question.

As to the rest of the bill, I, like all my
colleagues, have the expectation that we
may be faced with a product which we
can accept in an agreed-upon conference
report.

THE DUNES OF INDIANA

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as
Members of this body know some months
ago a number of us introduced a bill to
set aside 5,000 acres of the Indiana sand
dune areas as a national park. The dis-
tinguished present occupant of the chair
[Mr. Moss] and the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GRUENING] made a trip to this area
and submitted a very able report recom-
mending that this be done.

I ask unanimous consent that a fine
editorial supporting this effort, pub-
lished in the San Francisco Chronicle of
August 28, be printed in the REcorp at
this point as a part of my remarks. It
shows that this is a national issue.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

THE DUNES OF INDIANA

Along the Lake Michigan shoreline in In-
diana two antagonists glare at each other
across some 5,000 acres of wild and lonely
sand dunes. They represent, in unusually
clear definition, other and similar forces
which have fought and are fighting on other
wild and lonely fronts, including on at Point
Reyes, only 30 miles from San Francisco,

On one side, equipped with bird books,
cameras, binoculars, and easels are the con-
servationists, They would keep the land as
it is. On the other side, bulldozers already
fueled and snorting, is industry, in this case
two glant steel corporations. They own the
dunes, plan to slice a harbor between their
holdings and set up huge steel mills. If they
succeed, this last stretch of untouched lake-
front will be lost forever as a place of retreat
for city dwellers and nature lovers, especially
those from nearby Chicago and Gary, both
cities badly in need of refuge from the
asphalt jungle.

‘Why should what happens to 31, miles of
sand, bog, and forest on the Lake Michigan
shoreline be of concern to us 2,300 miles
away? Much the same question was asked
over 40 years ago at a hearing to establish a
Federal Indiana Dunes Park. A New York
conservationist answered it:

“In no sense is this a loeal question.
People who live in New York have just as
near and dear an interest in the preservation
of recreational zones * * * on the shores of
Lake Michigan as they have in the preserva-
tion of similar objects in ¥Yellowstone Park,
or the Yosemite Valley, or Niagara Falls, or
in the city of New York itself.”

If this is true in a general and philosophic
sense, it is also now true in a specific one.
A group of 17 conservation-minded Senators
has introduced the SOS (save our shores)
bill which ealls for the Federal acquilsition
for parks of the 5,000 acres of Indiana dunes,
the 35,000 acres of Point Reyes beach, brush,
and forest, and some some 441000 other
acres of recreational shoreline from Cape
Cod to California’s Channel Islands. It
should have the support of everyone who
believes that man, like the living things he
so often supplants, needs a refuge from his
own works,

The beaches of Lake Michigan are a lot
closer to those of California than geography
would indicate.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. The editorial in the
San Francisco Chronicle goes right to
the point of the matter. This is not a
struggle between Illinois and Indiana.
It is a struggle between the conserva-
tionists and the giant industrial corpo-
rations, of National Steel and Bethlehem
Steel, which wish to despoil one of the
great natural beauty spots of the coun-
try and turn it over to industry.

Dealing with another, though some-
what cognate, matter, the effort on the
part of many of us to preserve the dunes
for the people of the country, including
the people of Indiana, has met with great
support inside the State of Indiana.
Some 45,000 citizens, at least, of that
State have signed petitions in support
of our move to have a national monu-
ment created there.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point as a part of my remarks a
concurrent resolution which was intro-
duced in the Indiana Legislature during
the 1959 session.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 3

Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact ap-
propriate legislation to designate a cer-
tain area in Chicago, Cook County, Ill., as
a national park and to convert the area,
;v}th Indiana help, into a dunes wonder-
and

Whereas certain Members of the Congress
of the United States representing the sov-
erelgn State of Illinois are advocating the
conversion of a portion of the State of In-
diana’s already limited shoreline bordering
on Lake Michigan into a natlonal park for
cultural reasons; and

Whereas, they infer and imply that these
cultural reasons far outweigh the quite ap-
parent value that this particular area has as,
potentially, one of the greatest industrial
sectors in this country today; and

Whereas the boundless energy and uncon-
fined zeal with which these worthy gentle-
men press for the establishment of this area
as a national park creates the suspicion that
they may be working in concert with cer-
tain militant and well-financed groups, hav-
ing business interests in and around the city
of Chicago, State of Illinois, who are seeking
to eliminate competition by putting a
quietus upon the industrialization of this
obviously valuable area, perverting the ven-
erable power of eminent domain to personal
advantage under the velvet glove guise of
culture; and

Whereas others who have Joined the
clamorous chorus for culture seeking the
establishment of a national park are, in
truth and in fact, despoilers of the dunelands
immediately adjoining the subject area, in
that they have constructed exclusive sum-
mer home neighborhoods, occupied largely
by Illinois residents, which are protected
from the cultureless public by chain link
fences and private police forces; and

Whereas the sovereign State of Indiana
many years ago established a State park
in the dunes area comprised of many thou-
sands of acres which sald State park still
exists today, secure in its pristine beauty as
a well preserved monument to the primeval
past in spite of a heavy and constant Chi-
cagoan and Illinoisan onslaught; and

Whereas, on the chance that a modicum
of sincerlty may be detected in this clarion
call of culture, with deepest sympathy for
the plight of the people of Illinois, whose
national representatives must now inveigh
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against a sister State in order to supplement
its park and recreation needs because of the
improvidence of its State and local govern-
ment, and with heartfelt sorrow for the
pitiable condition of the once robust and
vigorous city of Chicago, which now, like
Ferdinand the Bull, would rather smell the
duneland’s wildflowers, instead of calling
forth the powers of the land to build new
jobs and virile industry; be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the General Assembly of the State of
Indiana (the Senate concurring) :

SecTION 1. That the Congress of the United
States be, and 1t is hereby memorialized to
enact appropriate legislation designating
that area of the city of Chicago, State of
Illinois, commonly known as the Loop, and
extending eastward to the shores of Lake
Michigan, as a national park.

Sec. 2. That such legislation further pro-
vides for the condemnation of all buildings
in the area and that they be sold to the
highest bidder and removed forthwith.

Sec. 3. That upon being notified that the
area has been cleared, the State of Indiana
shall immediately provide the city of Chi-
cago with as much as is necessary of genuine
duneland sand, sandfleas, slough and bog
water, cattalls, wildflower, scrub oak, fossils,
and tin used-hops receptacles, so that an
authentic dunes wonderland may be care=
fully reproduced.

SEC. 4, That the Congress of the United
States advise the culture cacklers represent-
ing the State of Illinols to mind their own
cotton pickin’ business and we in Indiana
will mind ours.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This concurrent res-
olution was introduced by Representa-
tive Robert E. Granelspacher, of Jasper,
Ind., and Representative Otto Porgay,
of South Bend, Ind. It isa very denun-
ciatory resolution and I wish to read
certain salient portions of it. The first
section is as follows:

Section 1. That the Congress of the United
States be, and it is hereby memorialized to
enact appropriate legislation designating
that area of the city of Chicago, State of
Illinois, commonly known as the Loop, and
extending eastward to the shores of Lake
Michigan, as a national park,

Section 2 reads as follows:

Sec. 2. That such legislation further pro-
vide for the condemnation of buildings in
the area and that they be sold to the highest
bidder and removed forthwith.

Section 3, in which the Indiana legis~
lators proceed to defame their own
dunes, read as follows:

Sec. 3. That upon being notified that the
area has been cleared, the State of Indiana
shall immediately provide the city of Chicago
with as much as is necessary of genuine
dune land sand, sand fleas, slough and bog
water, cattalls, wildflowers, scrub oak, fos-
sils, and tin used-hops receptacles, so that
an authentic dunes wonderland may be care-
fully reproduced.

Section 4 reads as follows:

Sec, 4. That the Congress of the United
States advise the culture cacklers represent-
ing the State of Illinols to mind their own
cotton-pickin' business and we in Indiana
will mind ours.

I think this resolution should be kept
as a museum piece to show the depths
to which certain defamers of the city of
Chicago may go.

I am very happy to say, for the repu-
tation of the State of Indiana, that the
resolution was not reported from com-
mittee. However, it does indicate the
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type of opposition which Chicago -gen-
erally experiences whenever we try to do
anything for the benefit of the country.
We realize that some of this type of op-
position exists in connection with our
efforts to deal with the pollution prob-
lems which we of necessity face. It is
very easy to defame a large city un-
justly, but I do not think it appeals to
the sober sense and ethical standards of
the majority of the American people,
At least that is my faith.

THE TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1958

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, before
I begin my remarks, I ask unanimous
consent that I may be allowed about 10
minutes additional time during the
morning hour in order that I may com-
plete them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Just about a year ago the President
approved the Transportation Act of 1958.
Its purpose was to assist railroads by
aiding them to acquire, build, modernize,
and maintain facilities, plants, 'and
equipment so as fo “encourage the em-
ployment of labor and to foster the pres-
ervation and development of a national
transportation system adequate to meet
the needs of the commerce of the United
States, of the postal service, and of the
national defense.” While the act we
passed applied, in some respects, to all
segments of transportation, the consid-
eration that prompted our immediate ac-
tion was the rapidly deteriorating situa-
tion of the railroads. It was the first
comprehensive piece of legislation en-
acted by Congress in recent years to aid
this great and indispensable industry.
When passed, it was generally acclaimed
by the public because the people knew
that the railroads of the country were in
dire financial plight and there were real
fears that this vital link in our own
transportation system might be broken
beyond repair or restoration. That ap-
plies to my own section of the country,
New England, and to the rest of the East,
as well. Those of us in Congress who
advocated its passage knew that it was
no panacea for all of the ills of the rail-
road industry, but we thought it was a
step in the right direction.

‘While we commemorate the anniver-
sary of this legislation, let us remember
that it is the duty of Congress not only
to enact laws, but also to ascertain from
time to time whether the laws passed
have accomplished their intended pur-
poses, and, if they have not, whether
that failure is the result of inadequate
}ggislat.ion or of improper administra-

on.

Briefly, the Transportation Act of 1958
was intended to do four things:

First. To provide, through Govern-
ment guarantee, for loans to meet the
emergency needs of carriers unable to
borrow from private sources.

Second. To make it possible for rail-
roads to more quickly prune out unnec-
essary and unprofitable trains.

Third. To put back, or retain, under
Commission control the transportation
of certain commodities which were es-
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caping regulation as a result of court
decisions,

Fourth. To permit the establishment
of rates at levels designed fo encourage
the free play of natural economic forces
in the division of traffic between com-
peting modes of transportation.

There were other subjects then under
consideration, many of which were con-
troversial. To deal with these and other
problems we directed the conduct of a
comprehensive study to bring forth rec-
ommendations as to what Congress
should do to get the most for the public
out of our complex and rapidly expand-
ing facilities for public transportation.

I think it is important for us to note
that in spelling out these remedies, we
did something revolutionary in trans-
portation. Always before Congress has
imposed increasingly restrictive meas-
ures. The railroads for decades have
been considered a monopoly. Restric-
tion was placed upon restriction until
we finally realized that we had charged
the Interstate Commerce Commission
with the virtually impossible task of
dividing the traffic between the various
modes of transportation. Congress and
the courts had gone counter to the anti-
trust principles which apply in other
industry and had so construed the rule
of ratemaking as to make it almost im-
possible for one form of transportation
to reduce its rates if that reduction
would, in the opinion of the Commission,
deprive another form of transportation
of traffic which the Commission deemed
to be its fair share. We had heen so
intent upon preserving the so-called in-
herent advantages of all forms of trans-
portation, that we were depriving the
traveling and shipping public of the
lower costs which are inherent in clean
and vigorous competition.

In the Transportation Act of 1958—
for the first time—we faced the fact that
there is no transportation monopoly. To
some degree we relaxed our previously
imposed restrictions. We relieved the
Commission of some of the burden of
deciding which traffic belonged to which
type of carrier and directed that rates
should be tested by conditions within the
industry seeking to make reductions.
We made it clear that when one mode
of transportation can reduce its rates
and make money in the process, it should
be allowed to do so. It was to be relieved
of the obligation to keep its rates up and
thus charge the public more merely to
keep a less efficient mode of transporta-
tion in position to get what was con-
sidered to be its share of the traffic.

When we review developments in the
past 12 months what do we find to be the
situation? What has been the effect of
our mandates of a year ago? It is my
considered opinion that the Transporta-
tion Act of 1958 has not accomplished
its intended purpose and that the failure
cannot be charged off to the relatively
short period of time that has elapsed.

An article which was published in the
August 24 issue of the Journal of Com-
merce reported on developments under
the 1958 act. The article was written
by the Washington bureau of that pub-
lication and reflects that careful re-
search had been made as to what has
occurred. So that it may be available
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for the information of Congress, I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Ram RELIEF STILL LAceING UnpEr 1858 Acr—
STATUTE STAYS TANGLED IN MESH OF OWN
WorDs AND ICC PROCEDURES

WasHiNGTON.—The Rallroad Relief Act of
1958 heads into its second year and an exam-
ination of its short lifetime indicates the law
is headed for a long infancy.

Of the four major points written into law
last year, not one has yet been accepted into
the conglomeration of statutes known as
transportation law.

Bogged down in the administrative pro-
cess the relief supposedly accorded railroads
in particular, and common carriage in gen-
eral, is still awaiting weaning from the
Interstate Comnrerce Commission (1CC).

FOUR PROVISIONS

Generally, the Transportation Act of 1058
provided:

For the guarantee by the Federal Govern-
ment of the repayment of $500 million in
loans from private sources to needy railroads.

Quicker discontinuance of interstate and
intrastate trains and ferries deemed un-
profitable.

The regulation by ICC of rates on formerly
exempt commodities such as fruits and vege-
tables and fish. !

A new rule of ratemaking by which ICC
would determine the reasonableness of rates
via a mode of transportation without taking
into consideration the effect such rates might
have on competitors.

Thus far, there have been these develop-
ments:

1. Although Governmrent backing of nearly
$65 million in loans has been sought, ICC
has approved only $3,934,960 for Federal
guarantee.

2. Fifty-three interstate trains have been
discontinued and not one intrastate train.

NO RATE ACTION

3. Not one rate has been prescribed by
the ICC for the transportation of commod-
ities brought under regulation by the law of
August 12, 1959,

4. The new rule of ratemaking appears to
be no more than so much additional legal
verbiage to add to the already complex term
‘reasonableness,’” and may be years in set-
tling.

On the loan provision, the commission has
actually approved the guarantee of a loan of
$3 million for the Boston & Malne Railroad
and a loan of $934,960 for the Georgia & Flor-
ida Railroad.

APPLICATIONS PENDING

It has stated terms under which it will ap-
prove a loan of $9,889,540 for the New York,
New Haven & Hartford Rallroad, but the
transaction has not yet been concluded.

The Boston & Maine originally asked for
ICC approval of a $8 million loan. Pending
are applications from the New Haven for an
additional $500,000 and from the Georgia &
Florida for $1 million, Also, the New York
Central has asked for a guarantee for a $40
million loan, the Atlantic & Danville Rail-
road for $800,000 and the Lehigh Valley for
$6 million. ) ]
- ICC’s budget allots around $100,000 for the
processing of such applications, an amount
which is recoverable from fees assessed
against applicants at a rate of three-quarters
of 1 percent of the face amount of the loan.

POOR BY COMPARISON

While the number of unprofitable trains
that have been discontinued might seem im-
pressive it hardly seems so compared with
the number of trains discontinued prior to
the 1958 law.
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In the T-year period, 1951-57, the railroads
discontinued on an average of 173 trains a
year by obtaining appropriate authorizations
from State commissions. The high number
was 243 trains in 1952 and 117 trains in 1857,

No application for authority to discon-
tinue intrastate trains, which involves a
longer hearing process, has been approved by
the ICC. Over 25 intrastate trains are in-
volved in pending applications.

The 1958 law also eliminated any doubt
as to ICC jurisdiction over the transporta-
tion of fresh and frozen fruits and vege-
tables and other commodities formerly con-
sidered exempt.

Rate regulation over such transportation,
advocated by the regulated motor carriers as
well as by the railroads, was supposed to have
the effect of putting the regulated carriers
on an even basis with gypsy haulers in ob-
taining the traffic,

The ICC followed its precedent of not sus-
pending initial rates of carriers and let the
gypsy carrlers establish any rates they
wanted. At the same time, however, the
Commission instituted hundreds of investi-
gations into the new rates for the purpose of
arriving at reasonableness.

MIGHT TAKE YEARS

At this time, there has not yet been an
examiner's report, and the ordinary time-
table—examiners’ reports, exceptions, Com-
mission decisions, petitions for reconsidera-
tion, reconsideration, appeals to courts (most
likely), etc.—indicates it might be years be-
fore a rate level may be established.

One of the more interesting aspects of the
1958 law is the so-called rule of ratemaking,
.whereby the Commission is admonished to
consider the reasonableness of carrier rates
without weighing the effect of such rates on
competitive modes of transportation, “glving
due conslideration to the national transporta-
tion policy.”

In only one or two cases has ICC had op-
portunities to view rates where the new rate-
making section was involved. In all in-
stances it has held that the national trans-
portation policy requires that all types of
carriers be healthy and that there can be
no such vigorous system without considering
the adverse effect one carrier's rates might
have on another mode.

LOWER RATES APPROVED

But then, in an obscure case last week—
one involving reduced motor carrier rates
on bullding materials from Twin Citles,
Minn., to peoints in South Dakota-—an ICC
division approved the lower rates over the
protest of rallroads, saying that under the
1958 law, “a carrier is not required to main-
taln rates on an artificially high level to pro-
tect the traffic of another mode of transporta-
tion."

The Transportation Act of 1958 reached its
first birthday with only a smattering of con-
troversy. There are many more voices to be
heard before it reaches the age of legal
maturity.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the
article states that railroad relief is still
lagging under the 1958 act, and that the
statute remains tangled in the “mesh of
its own words and ICC procedure.”

It was our intent that, through the
act, the railroads and other carriers
should be given greater freedom in ad-
justing their rates and that the Inter-
state Commerce Commission was to ex-
pedite their consideration. It was
thought flexibility in adjustment of rates
would bring more business and would re-
sult in rehabilitating and revitalizing
this industry. Committees of Congress
were told that competitive rate adjust-
ments under the supervision of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission could be the
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most effective way that railroads could
help themselves. We considered this a
fair approach because we felt that this
legislation would enable all types of car-
riers to file competitive rate schedules;
and, in turn, higher rates would be
averted. In this way, the public would
be benefited and inflation be dealt a dev=
astating blow.

As we look back over the past year in
an attempt to discover what the results
have been, we find that the remarkable
recovery in our national economy has
made it possible for many of our rail-
roads to improve their position simply
because there has been more traffic to
haul. Because the act does not lend it-
self to easy interpretation of its provi-
sions, only a few railroads have applied
for loans as authorized in the act.

While the railroad industry as a whole,
up to the present time, seems to have
prospered, we must admit the probability
that recovery comes from an improve-
ment in business conditions rather than
from legislation. However, in my opin-
ion, the July earnings of the railroads
are alarming. They indicate a trend in
the wrong direction. The steel strike
and other factors have reduced the
volume of available traffic. It is clear
that if general business conditions level
off again the railroads will be back at
our doorstep in need of assistance. We
will be confronted with the question as
to why our act of 1958 has not brought
results. ;

The railroads and their problems are
of particular concern to the people of
the New England area, including my
own State of New Hampshire, while
agriculture is important to us we are
very dependent upon industry. We real-
ize that the railroads are the backbone
of our transportation system and are
necessary to economic welfare and
growth. They are indispensable to na-
tional defense. In my part of the coun-
try, we are well aware of the fact that
where there is no railroad serving a given
community heavy industry is not easily
attracted and thus industrial develop-
ment may be curtailed. We of the New
England States, cannot sit idly by and
permit the further abandonment of rail-
road trackage. We believe that it is ab-
solutely necessary that we should, in

every manner possible, assist the rail-'

roads to help themselves in order to pre-
serve their economy and well-being, not
only for the people engaged in the in-
dustry, but for the economic welfare of
our people and the defense of our coun-
try. Whatever additional legislation the
Congress deems necessary to help the
railroads solve their problems should be
enacted.

The railroads, certainly in the eastern
part of the country, are in a dire sit-
uation. I do not like to think of what
could happen if the worse should de-
velop, as it might well develop.

Our American way of life makes pos-
sible the principles of free enterprise
which are so fundamental to the preser-
vation of business and industry. I think
it is about time that we start translat-
ing these high-sounding phrases into
positive aection. We should permit the
railroads and other carriers to operate
as free enterprises and to exercise the
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freedom of action and freedom of de-
cision found in other industries, Unless
we do so, we are either going to be com-
pelled to spend untold millions of dol-
lars to support them, or face Govern-
ment ownership—and may God spare
us that result. Do the people in any
other mode of transportation think for
a moment that they could, in such an
eventuality, escape the same ultimate
fate? It seems to me that all forms of
transportation have a direct and com-
mon interest in helping to preserve a
healthy and prosperous railroad system.

Do not misunderstand my position. I
am a vigorous supporter of all forms of
public transportation and their prob-
lems, as they may arise, are also of
great concern to me. Each of them is
indispensable to our economy. How-
ever, when we look back over the rec-
ord of the past 25 years we see that all
other forms of transportation have mul-
tiplied in size and scope and have in-
creased their facilities and equipment
many times over, This has been all to
the good and I commend the trucking
industry, the airlines and the water
carriers for the vigorous way in which
they have met the challenges of our
growing economy. But the railroads,
which once were the sole connecting link
in industrial America, and which at the
turn of the century handled more than
90 percent of the traffic movement, and
which only as late as 25 years ago
handled 70 percent, have today declined
to less than 50 percent of the total. How
much lower should this index be per-
mitted to drop?

Becausq of my concern for the eco-
nomic plight of the railroads in my
part of the couniry, I have been seeking
information, as have many of you, as
to how these problems may be solved. I
have been intrigued by a relatively new
development called piggyback. I be-
lieve that here is a technique which
might very well be a solution for many
of the railroads’ problems. I see it as a
means for getting trailers from place to
place at lower cost and I welcome its
promise as a means of reducing high-
way congestion. I gain a further im-
pression that great savings for the ship-
pers lie ahead in blending together the
best features of the various modes of
transportation.

This new method is said be rapidly
growing and is being generally accepted
by the shipping public and the railroads.
A recent military report expressed the
belief that the use of “piggyback,” to-
gether with acceptance of uniform
standards for containerization, will give
us a more adequate transportation sys-
tem, essential to the needs of warfare in
an atomic age.

“Piggyback” may be of material as-
sistance in the improvement in the rail-
road situation in two ways: First, in
some instances, it encourages purchase
and ownership of flat cars by shippers
thus attracting new capital, and second,
it provides a more efficient use for rail-
road cars. Flat cars may be quickly
loaded and unloaded by merely rolling
trailers on or off, and eliminating ex-
pensive intracity switching. And fur-
ther, by this method, railroad cars are
confined to use in mass movement be-
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tween terminal points where they are
most efficient, while delivery is accom-
plished by simply rolling the trailers
off the flat cars.

Apparently “piggyback” is still in the
embryonic stage, but its possibilities ap-
pear to be good.

I have explained the new freedom we
gave, or intended to give, to all modes
of transportation, because all modes of
transportation are necessary, in order to
be realistic in the reduction of rates as
a means of findihg the economic level
at which each is the most efficient. I
have just mentioned this new method
of operation where highway trailers or
containers may'be hauled on flat cars
and then quickly pulled over the high-
way to their ultimate destination. These
two new things afford more real prom-
ise for the development of a transpor-
tation system in keeping with the times
than anything else I have been able to
discover. This combination of lower
rates and better service could spell rail-
road recovery and make unnecessary
Government subsidy to assure their con-
tinuous existence in our free enterprise
system. ;

The railroads themselves in the past
year by their actions have earned a
great deal of credit for improvements
they have made and are planning to
make to modernize and speed up the
efficiency of the railroad system. They
‘have demonstrated an abundant belief
in the principle of self-help. They have
not stood still. They have introduced
many innovations and have been turn-
ing more and more to the use of modern
electronic devices to supplant outmoded
yards and terminals and are also mod-
ernizing their accounting procedures.

They have demonstrated the wisdom
of rate reduction by revision of their
freight rates in order to meet the com-
petition of the St. Lawrence Seaway.
Only a short time ago, the eastern rail-
roads reduced the grain freight rates to
eastern points and ports, and, in so do-
ing, they immediately commenced to en-
joy the support of the grain shippers. In
all of these endeavors they should be
further encouraged.

This is just a part of the freedom of
action that was intended by Congress,
and, if we are to keep faith, we must
open the door wider if the railroads are
to survive and remain a vital part of
our transportation system as a private
industry, to the end that it will not be
necessary for them to abandon any
more railroad trackage. They have a
duty to expand their service and par-
ticipate in the business that is available
to all methods of transportation on a
competitive, economic basis.

In this connection, I should like to
commend the recent action of the Sen-
ate Committee on Interstate and For=-
eilgen Commerce on which my distin-
guished junior colleague from New
Hampshire [Mr. CorToN] serves so ably.
In response to the mandate of Congress
in the Transportation Act of 1958 the
Chairman of the Committee, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Macnuson], recently ap-
pointed an advisory council of industry
leaders from throughout the country to
make a thorough study of the entire
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transportation field. This study by the
Nation’s top leaders from industry and
labor, and including representatives of
the public, with the aid of a highly
qualified staff, will endeavor to frame a
legislative program to foster the further
development of the Nation's transporta-
tion system. Such a study should, of
course, include not only the railroads,
but also the carriers which operate over
the highways and airways, on the sea,
and on the inland waterway systems.

Also, I note that in his budget mes-
sage to the Congress for 1960, the Presi-
dent directed the Secretary of Commerce
to conduet a similar study—and I quote
the order, appearing on page M-46:

In recent years, the Federal Government
has had to take actions to meet emergency
problems which have arisen in highways,
rallways, and aviation. These actions have
sometimes been taken on a partial and piece~
meal basis, without full consideration of the
impact on other transportation programs.
The. Secretary of Commerce, at my request,
is undertaking a comprehensive study of na-
tional transportation to identify emerging
problems, redefine the appropriate Federal
role, and recommend any legislation or ad-
ministrative actions needed to assure the
balanced development of our transportation
system.

We should be able to work out a public
policy which will aid all segments of
transportation and assure the continua-
tion of our traditional, vigorous, free
enterprise and competitive transporta-
tion complex, with a minimum of public
regulation.

I hope these studies will encompass a
complete and thorough review of the
Transportation Act of 1958. Its objec-
tives, as outlined in the Senate commit-
tee’s report, should be surveyed, and
there should be a determination of the
degree to which it has succeeded or has
failed of realization. The studies should
also encompass a comprehensive review
of the tax burden of the railroads, par-
ticularly as it may relate to possible
inequities in their competitive position.

I think it is extremely important that
these studies also include a review of the
manner in which the administrative
agency has interpreted the congressional
mandate and intent and the speed and
efficiency with which it has acted. It
would be a misconception to infer that
this statement by me indicates a lack of
confidence on my part in our adminis-
trative agencies. Quite the contrary is
the case. But I do believe most firmly
that their principal duty is to carry out
the intent of the Congress, as expressed
in the laws Congress has enacted.

Mr. President, by way of conclusion,
I should like to point out that the future
welfare of the railroads as an integral
part of our transportation economy and
the continued employment of thousands
of railroad workers in that industry can-
not be left to stopgap or patch-and-
mend measures which might be enacted
by the Congress in times of fiscal emer-
gency or national crisis. It is from
within the railroad industry itself that
strength must come on a continuing
basis. Does it not seem reasonable,
therefore, that if the railroads have
found even a beginning of a workable
solution, all parts of the Government
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should do everything legitimately within
their respective spheres of power to fos-
ter and encourage them in their en-
deavors? Most certainly, the Congress
and the agencies directly affiliated with
the legislative branch have a particular
obligation and responsibility to do their
respective parts.

I hope this may be the trend of the
future, because, in my judgment, it is
the wisest and best public policy, and is
absolutely essential to an expanding
America.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the

Senator from New Hampshire yield for

a question?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I wish to
compliment the Senator from New
Hampshire on his most thoughtful pres=
entation.

Before I came to Washington, I was a
local attorney, and represented three
railroads. I remember at that time the
extent to which what we might call
“trips” were used.

The other day someone said, “The
railroads must wake up to the tremen-
dous opportunity which exists for them
in America. In Europe, one can buy a
railroad ticket that is good for 90 days.”

Great numbers of Americans—includ-
ing myself—have not visited all parts of
this country. Does not the Senator
from New Hampshire believe it would be
well for the railroads to organize what
might be called “See America” trips?
For that purpose, they could provide
sleeping compartments on the trains.
Railroad trips could be provided, for in-
stance, across the continent, going west
across the northern route, and returning
by means of the southern route, and en
route stopping at all the worthwhile
places; and the railroads could arrange
for group trips, with perhaps 100 or more
persons in a group. Many suggestions
of this sort have been made.

Certainly we need to have in the rail-
road business those who will realize the
opportunities which exist for proper
gtllization of the fine railroad system we

ave.

I am sure the Senator from New
Hampshire realizes full well, as he has
said, that we cannot afford to let our
railroad transportation system die, inso-
far as taking care of the public is con~
cerned. ;

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.

Mr. WILEY. In my State, the rail-
roads want to get rid of their passenger
service. But if the railroads were to
lower’ the passenger service rates, and
were to use less costly equipment, and
if they served the public in such ways
that many people would want to utilize
that service, I am sure the railroads
would find that the 3 million Americans
who each year are reaching the time
when they wish to utilize our transporta-
tion systems would wish to use the rail-
roads. So I think the suggestions the
Senator from New Hampshire has made
will bear good fruit.

Mr. BRIDGES, I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin for his comments and his
suggestions.

If America is to prosper in times of
peace, she must have not only adequate
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railroad transportation, but also ade-
guate truck transportation, adequate air
transportation, and adequate ship trans-
portation, both along our coasts and on
our navigable rivers. I believe that all
elements of service of those types must
be maintained.

Today, I have discussed the situation
in the railroad transportation industry,
because, in particular—as the Senator
knows—in my part of the country the
railroads are the weakest link in the
entire transportation system. In New
England and the East there are rail-
roads that are but two steps from bank-
ruptcy. Some of these railroads are in
dire financial plight. As a representative
of one of the New England States and its
people and its industries, we cannot
afford to see the railroads fold up.

Furthermore, regardless of what form
of transportation one may prefer to use,
in case of a great national emergency, it
is absolutely essential that the railroads
be ready and available. If they are to
be ready and available at such times,
they must be maintained in healthy
condition.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield again?

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly.

Mr. WILEY. As I understand the
position of the Senator from New
Hampshire, it is that not only the rail-
roads but also the Congress owe the
country the obligation of seeing to it
that what we might call a railroad clinic
is held, to find the necessary answers.

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes.

Mr. WILEY. We cannot find them
by means of appropriating money, as we
did some time ago.

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. The Transpor-
tation Act which Congress passed about
a year ago has been acclaimed by many
persons. However, it has not accom-
plished what I hoped it would accom-
plish for both the Nation and the rail-
roads.

Mr. WILEY. Someone has said that
if the Government keeps feeding the
people, they do not take the initiative
which they should take. I believe that
applies both to the railroads and to any
others who may be in distress.

Certainly a clinic is needed, to ex-
amine the present situation and to seek
the remedy.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time available to the Senator from New
Hampshire, under the limitation in the
morning hour, has expired. y

THE CIGAR INDUSTRY OF TAMPA,
FLA.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, 92
years ago—in the year 1867—Don Igna-
cio Haya, a native of Spain, founded
Cigar Factory No. 1 in Tampa, Fla., and
pioneered the movement which has made
this progressive Florida city the fine cigar
capital of the world, where more all-
Havana cigars are made than in the city
of Havana itself.

Today, the Tampa cigar industry is
comprised of 77 factories which employ
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approximately 20 percent of the entire
labor market of the city and supply its
largest industrial payroll.

Of the 4,500 manufacturing workers
in the Tampa cigar industry, 3,000 devote
their skill to making handmade all-
Havana cigars by the careful Spanish
method which requires triple the nation-
al average time for making a cigar.

Tampa and all Florida are proud of
its eigar industry, with which are identi-
fied many of our fine old Florida families,
generally of Cuban or Spanish origin.
The art of Cuban craftsmen who followed
the traditional Spanish hand method of
rolling and finishing cigars has been
handed down from generation to gen-
eration, and results in a standard of
taste and quality in cigars which has
brought this major Florida industry
world renown, i

On behalf of the Tampa cigar industry,
my colleague, Senator SmaTHERS, and I
invite all Senators who enjoy the past-
time to top off their noon meal today
with one of the fine all-Havana cigars
which will be passed around the dining
rooms, through the courtesy of the cigar
manufacturers of Tampa, Fla. These
cigars are made from the finest leaf to-
bacco grown on the island of Cuba,
whose principal market is the Tampa
factories. We hope that Senators will
enjoy these cigars, which we are happy
to provide.

RADIO AND TELEVISION COVERAGE
OF EISENHOWER TRIP AND THE
DAVIS CUP MATCHES

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, there
has always been a great deal of criticism
of our radio and TV networks to the
effect that they have not given adequate
coverage or prime network time to news-
worthy and topical current events pro-
grams. It often disturbs me that those
who criticize the networks most often
do not take note of those occasions on
which the networks do an excellent job
in covering either major news items or
various events of educational or cultural
importance.

I want today to call atiention to an
excellent editorial in this morning’s New
York Times which praises the radio and
TV industry for their fine coverage of
President Eisenhower’s triumphal tour
of Europe and the Davis Cup tennis
matches. On both occasions, the net-
works allocated prime evening and week-
end afternoon time for these events,
and, as a result, it was necessary to can-
cel programs which would have yielded
considerable revenue. I commend the
radio and TV networks for their fine
coverage of these two events.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the New York Times editorial
be printed at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PuUBLIC SERVICE ON THE AIR

People who have been listening to their
radios or watching their television screens
these last several days have had the chance
to witness some excellent examples of pub-
lic service by these media. The very full
reporting of President Eisenhower’s trip
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abroad, the prompt rebroadcast of the tele-
vision conversation between the President
and Prime Minister Macmillan, and the
nearly 5-hour transmission of the Davis Cup
matches last Sunday were outstanding ex-
amples. At times the broadcasters have can-
celed sponsored shows to provide time for
these public service broadcasts, at conse-
quent financial sacrifice to themselves. Such
enterprise and effective concern for the pub-
lic interest deserve recognition.

STATES' RIGHTS TO TAX INTER-
STATE COMMERCE

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we re-
call that, following the Supreme Court’s
decision relating to the rights of States
to tax firms dealing in interstate com-
merce, there has been a great deal of
concern among firms throughout the
country regarding the impact which the
Court’s decision would have on their
businesses, )

Fortunately, both the Senate and the
House of Representatives have now
passed bills aimed toward clarifying the
situation and helping to eliminate some
of the problems—as well as to make a
study of the overall situation. As we
know, the bill is now in conference.

The conferees—I would hope—will
find it possible to reach an early agree-
ment on the different versions of this
legislation. Certainly this should be one
of the pieces of legislation finally ap-
proved during this session of the Con-
gress, Although the measure will not
solve all the problems, it is a step in the
right direction.

To bring to the attention ‘'of the con-
ferees the deep concern of a number of
our businessmen in this matter, I request
unanimous consent to have a number of
theses messages printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the messages
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

Avcust 31, 1959.
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senate, :
Washington, D.C.

DeARr SENATOR WILEY: We know from your
careful interest in the business community
of your State that you are fully familiar
with the problems in taxation of interstate
business which have been generated by the
Supreme Court cases of this spring on the
subject. Principally, these cases are the
Stockham Valve Case, the Northwest Port-
land Cement case, the Browne-Foreman case,
and the International Shoe case.

I know you can appreciate that the tax-
ation of profits based on the point of desti-
nation of sales will create an enormous paper=-
work burden on companies such as our own.
It will likewise tend to expose company
profits to multiple taxation since it is ex-
ceedingly unlikely that the States taxing
on the point of origin basis will change their
positions. Finally, a point of destination
basis for taxation will inevitably work an
inequity on some busir whose pr c
in the State is known by the taxing officials
as against equally strong. companies whose
presence in such State is not known,

Accordingly, we wish to add our strong
endorsement to what, in all fairness, seems
to be required; namely, congressional action
discouraging income taxation based on sales
in States of destination unless there is some
other substantial activity besldes mere
solicitation of orders occurring in such
State.

Very ftruly yours.
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AvcusT 31, 1959.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.5. Senate, Washington, D.C.

My DEar BENATOR WILEY: The Swiss Colony
is a member of the U.S. small business. It
is a mail order concern with national distri-
bution but only one office. That office is
located in the city of Monroe, State of Wis-
consin,

We have been following with interest re-
cent U.S. Supreme Court decisions regarding
the taxability of an enterprise such as ours
by the various States of the Union.

You undoubtedly reallze the impact it
would have on us if we had to ecalculate, seg-
regate, and allocate our income and expenses
among the 50 States of the Union in order
to determine the proper tax to be paid to
each of them.

The cost of clerical and accounting work
involved alone would eliminate us from com-
petition—the taxes we would have to pay
would definitely underline the elimination.

These recent powers uncovered for the
taxing authorities of the States are so wide
that detalls to prove the effect they would
have on us and upon our fellow small busi-
nesses are almost unnecessary. We will, how-
ever, be very happy to submit detalls to you.

We ask your conslderation. We strongly
urge that you fully study—as various news
and tax reports indicate you are already
doing—this potential monster.

At the same time we sincerely thank you
for everything you have done and will be
doing for us in this respect as well as that of
other noteworthy legislation.

Best wishes.

Cordially,

MILWAUKEE, WIs., August 25, 1959.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: We have written you
before requesting your assistance in provid-
ing legislation to prevent State taxation of
income derived from interstate commerce.

‘We understand that the House and Senate
are now considering this legislation under
a bill entitled House Joint Resolution 450 in
the House and S. 2524 in the Senate.

We are requesting you as our representa-
tive in the Senate to support these bills,

Yours very truly,

Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: Recently the Supreme Court
made a decision (Stockham Valves-North-
western Cement) that if not corrected by
effective legislation will be disastrous to
many small and medium sized companies
doing business in more than one State.

I am speaking, of course, about the power
of States to tax companies on what would
normally be considered interstate commerce.
Such taxes may now be imposed against a
company which merely has advertised or
sent a salesman into the State. Many States
are currently rushing legislation through to
take advantage of this decision.

I strongly urge you to support legislation
such as S, 2524 with the following minimum
provisions:

1. Prohibit States from taxing the income
from interstate commerce unless the tax-
Is)ayer has a place of business within the

tate

2. Prescribe a uniform allocation formula
for apportioning such income.

3. Prevent the States from collecting taxes
retroactively based on the new Supreme
Court interpretation.

Effective action must be taken on this be-
fore adjournment, as further delay may be
disastrous to Wisconsin businessmen en-
gaged in interstate commerce.

Very truly yours, D. R. AXTELL,
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APPLETON, Wis., August 27, 1959,
Hon. ALEXaNDER WILEY,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WiLey: I am guite concerned
because of the Supreme Court decision rela-
tive to the right of States to assess income
taxes on a manufacturer who ships in inter-
state commerce.

The paperwork and tax accountant expense
will be terrific. In other words, according to
the decision, we would be required to file
income tax returns in every State in the
Union. We now file only in Wisconsin and
California because we have warehouses in
California. What the Supreme Court deci-
sion amounts to is that each State will re-
quire what amounts to a duty as if we were
shipping into a foreign country.

I feel that legislation should be provided
at once to avoid the chaos and confusion
this decision will cause in interstate com-
merce.

Please give us a reply as to your views on
this very important matter.

Very truly yours,

SEYMOUR GMEINER.

ManrTowoc, Wis., August 27, 1959.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR WILEY: We wish to urge you
to support the bills which are now in Con-
gress which would prevent the various States
from taxing corporations on interstate com-
merce. Under the decision of the T.S. Su-
preme Court in two related cases, one in-
volving Georgla taxes and the other involy-
ing Minnesota taxes (Northwestern States
Portland Cement Company v. Minnesote and
Williams v. Stockham Valves and Fittings,
Incorporated, 358 U.8. 50), the Supreme Court
gave the various States power to tax that
portion of interstate commerce carried on
in their State by companies located outside
the State.

This power given to the States will have
the effect of restricting interstate commerce
very drastically and will throw a tremendous
amount of detailed work on the various com-
panies doing interstate business, as well as
resulting in duplicate taxation on income.

We urge you to take every measure to cor-
rect this very serious situation. May we have
an expression from you as to your decision in
this matter?

Awaiting your reply, we are,

Sincerely yours.

WAURKESHA, Wis., August 31, 1959.
Hon, ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: Those who have been concerned
over the recent Supreme Court decisions
(Northwestern Cement—Stockham Valves)
were pleased with the prompt action taken
by both the House and Senate in the passage
of corrective legislation. However, since the
bills differ in certain important respects, I
assume that these must be settled in con-
ference.

The following are my comments on the
most important of these differences:

1. The final legislation should bar assess=-
ment of back taxes as was done in the Senate
bill (S. 2524). If this is not done, States
would assess such taxes retroactively to the
first year their income tax law was in effect
(with interest). This could result in severe
hardship particularly for small or medium
sized companies doing business in interstate
commerce,

2. The final legislation should cover all
taxes on interstate commerce, as was done
in the House bill (H.J. Res. 450).

Very truly yours.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has
expired. ¢

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I desire
to speak on another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator desires to speak on another sub-
ject.

Mr. WILEY. Iam going o look at the
clock now, Mr. President, to make sure
that my dear friend from Illinois is not
wrong. It is possible he could be wrong,
as he has been on the whole issue re-
garding diversion of water from Lake
Michigan.

Mr. President, I desire now to speak on
another subject for 3 minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry? How many more
speeches does the Senator from Wiscon-
sin have up his sleeve in an effort to con-
tinue his filibuster?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, without
taking time from my 3 minutes, I want
to say, if the distinguished Senator will
recognize that this is the morning hour
and that the purpose of the morning hour
is to get into the REcorp matters which
pertain particularly to vital issues in the
country, later on we shall have some-
thing to say on the question of filibuster-
ing.

If the Senator has read the ediftorial
published in this morning’s Washington
Post and Times Herald, he knows that
the newspaper really took him for a little
ride by indirection, because he is the one
who has been shouting “filibuster.”

I must say, the Senator does not dis-
tinguish between what is an argument
on the issues and what relates to some-
thing collateral thereto. That is what
determines a filibuster.

I must say, the Senator is a genius in
filibustering himself, as the RECORD
shows, since the Senator has held the
floor for weeks and months at a time.
He is the last one in the world who should
attempt to criticize a Senator who is
trying to give out a little information to
the public on subjects which relate not
to the issue before the Senate, in the
morning hour.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has the floor.

NEEDED ACTION ON THE NATIONAL
HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in Wis-
consin and across the Nation, the na-
tional highway program is facing serious
curtailment. Why?

Because the Congress has failed to act
to provide the financing.

We recall that the President, again
and again, has urged action by Con-
gress to provide additional funds for
improvement and expansion of our
Nation’s highways.

In the interest of the economy, I be-
lieve we can no longer afford to delay
this vital program. Fortunately, the bill
in the House has now been reported by
the Public Works Committee, and, as I
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understand it, is to be brought before
the Rules Committee this morning.

Recently, I have received—as I am
sure have other Senators—messages
from individuals, businesses, and from
county and State highway commissions
stressing the difficulties and adverse eco-
nomie repercussions caused by the “slow=
down” of the highway construction pro-
gram. Reflecting the need for expedi-
tious action, I request unanimous con-
sent to have a number of these com-
munications printed at this point in the
REcorb.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

TREMPEALEAU COUNTY
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT,
Whitehall, Wis., August 17, 1959.
Hon, ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SeEnATOR WiLEYy: The undersigned
highway committee of the Trempealeau
County Board of Supervisors wishes to bring
to your attention the sincere desire of this
committee that the Congress insure the con-
tinuation of the Federal highway construc-
tion program by the appropriation of suffi-
cient funds through increased gasoline taxes,
or such other measure as may be deemed
appropriate.

Your committee is confident that it is ex-
pressing the will of the citizens of Trempea-
leau County in stating that the present Fed-
eral highway construction program is vital
to the interests of this area and that to re-
strict or delay that program is not only to
Jeopardize the defense of our Nation, but
will result in needless disruption of the local
economy and serious interference with the
projected highway maintenance and con-
struction program of Trempealeau County as
well,

We wish to respectfully urge that your
office and influence be utilized to effect the
adoption by the Congress of legislation that
will provide the necessary funds by the
United States to permit the various States to
immediately resume their respective high-
way construction and maintenance pro-
grams, which programs are so vitally de-
pendent upon the disposition of Congress.

Please permit us to extend in advance our
appreclation for your efforts in behalf of
this program and our gratitude for your
effective representation of the interests of
the people of Trempealeau County before the
Congress in the past.

Very sincerely,
RUSSELL PAULSON,
JAMES STEEN,
Inwin A. HoGpEN,
Trempealeau County Highway Committee.

Brack RiveR Fains, Wis.,
August 31, 1959.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, WILEY: The undersigned high-
way committee of the Jackson County Board
of Supervisors wish to bring to your atten-
tion the sincere desire of this committee that
the Congress insure the continuation of
the Federal highway construction program
by the appropriation of sufficient funds
through increased gasoline taxes, or such
other measure as may be deemed appro-
priate,

Your committee is confident that it is ex-

pressing the will of the cltizens of Jackson

County in stating that the present Federal
highway eonstruction program is vital to
the interests of this area and that to re-
strict or delay that program is not only to
Jeopardize the defense of our Nation, but will
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result in needless disruption of the local
economy and serious interference with the
projected highway maintenance and con-
structon program of Jackson County as well.
‘We wish to respectfully urge that your of-
fice and influence be utilized to effect the
adoption by the Congress of legislation that
will provide the necessary Ifunds by the
United States to permit the various States
to immediately resume their respective high-
way construction and maintenance pro-
grams, which programs are so vitally de-
pendent upon the disposition of Congress.
Please permit us to extend in advance our
appreciation for your efforts in behalf of this
program and our gratitude for your effective
representation of the interests of the people
of Jackson County before the Congress in
the past.
Very sincerely,

WALTER HART,

EpwiN PETERSON,

Wi, J. HARKNER,

Jackson County Highway Committee.

The Honorable ALEXANDER J. WILEY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SENATOR WILEY: May we please
call your attention to the possibility of dis-
ruption of the economy of a sizable seg-
ment of industries in the State of Wiscon-
sin which will result from enforcement of
the recently passed 1960 Department of Com-
merce General Appropriations Act.

It is the writer's understanding that prior
to the passage of this act the Bureau of
Public Roads had access to moneys from
the general fund for financing their proj-
ects, when necessary. The discontinuation
of the avallability of these moneys apparently
puts the State highway commission in a
position where instead of being able to ob-
tain their reimbursement for work done
within approximately 90 days it will make
it necessary for them to walt approximately
8 to 10 months for payment. As a result
they have apparently been forced to curtail
the program which they had planned for
the State.

‘We here in the State, who have geared
ourselves to the anticipated large-scale na-
tional program of roadbuilding, will find it
very embarrassing as it will force cutbacks
in employment, which will finally affect the
entire economy of the State if some im-
mediate remedy is not found.

I am appealing to you in your position
in the U.S. Congress to do all possible to
correct this situation immediately, by what-
ever action is necessary.

Sincerely yours.

Avcusrt 10, 1959,
Subject: Federal ald highway bill.
Senator A. WILEY,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WILEY: Please be advised
that the fallure of the Federal Government
to continue the highway program has af-
fected us most seriously inasmuch as we are
subcontractors on many road jobs.

" We therefore would appreciate very much

if you would do everything within your power

to see that the Government aids the highway
program and continues it at as rapid a pace

as possible.
Yours very truly,
THE PATENT SCAFFOLDING Co.
OoF WISCONSIN.

AvcusT 18, 1059.

‘Senator ALEXANDER WILEY,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR: The purpose of this letter is
to call your attentlon to the fact that the
Federal highway program 1{s proceeding
faster, according to my observations, than
:,’he actual need for the highways happens to

e.
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Consequently, this program can very well
be delayed as much as 2 years without it
hurting anybody at all because the need for
the highways as per the program is in excess
of requirements.

Another thing, it is pretty generally recog-
nized that a tax, once imposed, is never re-
pealed. Ifeel that after we pay an additional
1-cent gasoline tax for a glven period of years
that it will become a matter-of-fact thing,
and we will go on paying it for the rest of our
lives.

I sincerely hope that you will fight this
measure to a successful finish because it does
not deserve your support in my humble
opinion.

Sincerely yours.

BriLrioN, Wis., August 21, 1959.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: I am certain you realize by the
nature of our business that we are, both di-
rectly and Indirectly, involved in the national
roadbuilding program. Directly, by supply-
ing construction type castings, such as man-
holes and catch basin castings, ete., to the
roadbuilder. Indirectly, by supplying rough
gray iron castings to the manufacturers of
heavy roadbuilding equipment.

Therefore, if we are to maintain steady em-
ployment and solid growth it is imperative
that the roadbullding program continue at a
steady pace. I am also certain you are well
acquainted with the additional losses in
American lives delay in the national road-
bullding program will entail.

I am also of the opinion that the pay-as-
you-go plan, as it was originally laid out, is
by far the best. If an increase in the gas tax
presents itself as an equitable solution to the
program's continuance I do not believe we
have any alternative but to adopt this means
of financing.

It is quite apparent that something must
be done soon, which is the reason for this let-
ter. I am sure you will do the best thing for
all parties involved.

I would appreclate being kept up to date on
your progress.

Thank you for your time and considera-
tion.

Very truly yours,
BrirLioN Iron Works, INC.,
NEeALE H. CAFLISCH.

AvcusT 5, 1959.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear SenaTor: The recent news concerning
Federal aid for our Wisconsin highway pro-
gram in 1961 and 1962 is certalnly tragic, to
say the least. We all know our need for bet«
ter highways, as well as the employment this
ald provides.

Your support of any legislation involving
this aid to our highway program cannot be
overemphasized.

Sincerely,
WiLLIAM ELEMMER,
MILWAUKEE, Wis., August 26, 1959.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
U.S. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR WILEY: The crisis that has
developed in our interstate road building
program through lack of funds is a threat
to the welfare of our Nation. I belleve our
legislators must take immediate steps to in-
sure the needed funds to continue this pro-
gram without interruption as envisioned in
the Highway Act of 1956.

The cost of a cutback at this time would
be tremendous through the loss of continuity
in engineering, manpower and ete., which
has all been geared to a continuous opera-
tion. Manufacturers as well have equipped
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their organizations with necegsary person-
nel, facilities and tools to Insure that antic=
ipated demands for their products would
and could be met. Thousands of our citi-
zens are also dependent on the uninterrupted
continuation of this program for their liveli=-
hood.

In the vicinity of our larger metropolitan
areas, local construction has been planned
to work into the Interstate System in bypass-
ing congested areas with construction already
started. A holdup at this time would create
worse traffic jams than anyone can possibly
envision.

The present and Increasing death rate of
our citizens on antiquated highways with
only 68 million vehicles at the present time
will mount rapidly with the anticipated 100
million vehicles on our roads by 1975.. Our
road program must continue to help curb
this death rate. It has been estimated that
4,000 llves yearly can be saved by the Inter-
state System.

The above figures alone make the cost
of this program a secondary item. However,
it is highly recommended that Federal fi-
nancing be managed on a businesslike or
“pay-as-you-go basis.,” Deficit financing of
any type would not only increase the na-
tional debt but would add to the ultimate
cost of the program. With this in mind I
strongly urge your support in affecting legis-
lation to continue the interstate highway
program on an uninterrupted basis by in-
creasing the present gasoline tax to pay for
this program.

Very truly yours.

DIVERSION OF WATER FROM LAKE
- MICHIGAN, AT CHICAGO

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on a sub-
ject which relates to the point at
issue——

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1Is this a continua-
tion of the filibuster?

Mr. WILEY. Again I say, all the Sen-
ator knows is the word “filibuster.” That
is very apparent. The Senator keeps
pointing to a flibuster—filibuster—fili-
buster. AsI say, if the Senator will read
the morning newspaper, he will find it
really takes the distinguished Senator
for a ride, by indireetion, because he is
the one who has been shouting to high
heaven, “filibuster.”

This is not a filibuster.

Mr. President, in pointing out the
dangers of this bill H.R. 1, we are at-
tempting to show that the measure would,
first, be against domestic interests; and,
second, threaten our relations with our
good neighbor, Canada.

However, the enactment of the ill-
advised bill would also create dangerous,
far-reaching repercussions—adverse to
U.S. interests—around the globe.

Historically, the United States has an
honored reputation for living up to and
carrying out in letter and spirit our
agreements with other nations.

The proposed legislation before us
threatens to negate that history; to de-
stroy our reputation for integrity, hon-
esty, dependability, and good faith in
international negotiations.

How?

Let us look at a few ways by which it
could adversely affect us:

First of all, the evidence presented to
the Senate—in the form of views by the
Canadian Government—are overwhelm-
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ing proof that the pending legislation—
if enacted—would be a definite violation
of both the spirit and the letter of agree-
ments with that friendly country.

Now, the proponents of this bill are
proposing that, first, we ignore the pro-
test of Canada; and, second, that we re-
fuse to live up to the Boundary Water
Treaty of 1909 and the Niagara Treaty
of 1950.

We must ask ourselves such soul-
searching questions as, What would this
do o us in the eyes of the world?

First. What would this mean to Amer-
ica—for the reputation, dignity, and
stature of the United States—if we de-
liberately . and flagrantly take actions
that violate the spirit and the letter of
such international agreements?

.Second. President Eisenhower is now
traveling abroad—to further cement un-
derstanding and agreements with Great
Britain, Germany, and France.

‘What would the enactment of treaty-
breaking legislation by the U.S. Congress
do to his attempts to reach agreement?

In effect, it would seriously handicap,
or contribute to destroy the purpose—
and hope for success—of the President’s
mission. :

Third. What would such actions do to
future negotiations for peace treaties,
economic agreements, or any other nego-
tiations between ourselves and other
countries?

Just this: The confidence of the na-
tions of the world in our willingness to
live up to treaties and agreements would
be seriously undermined.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr., WILEY, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I have 3 minutes more, and
then I will cease speaking during the
morning hour,

Mr. DOUGLAS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. Is there further morning
business? If not, morning business is
closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

DIVERSION OF WATER FROM LAKE
MICHIGAN, AT CHICAGO

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the hill (HR. 1) to require a study
to be conducted of the effect of increas-
ing the . diversion of water from Lake
Michigan into the Illinois Waterway for
navigation, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Proxmire] to the first committee,
amendment, striking out on page 3, lines
22 and 23, the words “one hundred and
seventy-five'’ and inserting in lieu there-
of the words “one hundred and eighty-
five”. ;

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. Iassume now we are not
operating under the 3-minute rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
morning hour has been concluded.

Mr, WILEY. I thank the Presiding
Officer.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
now considering amendments to H.R. 1.

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, in the
exchanges the other day on the Senate
floor, I think between the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SpArRkMAN] and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. PRoOXMIRE], it
was developed that there should not have
been a vote to table the motion to send
the bill to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee until there had been a complete
discussion of the issues.

I wish to say, Mr. President, that we
have reached a very fine conclusion., I
must say that while the Senate is busy
in its committee work and Senators do
not show up on the floor because they
are busy with other aectivities, there is
evidence that the real issue is permeat-
ing the minds and the consciousness of
the men who will have to make a de-
cision on the issues.

Because yesterday there were only two
or three of us on the floor when the
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
ProxMIRe]l gave such a very fine expo-
sition of the angle I shall discuss, and
the other issues, I still have the forti-
tude to bring before the Senate some of
the ideas which I have caused to be put
into a brief which was circulated among
the Senators some days previously, but
which apparently a good many of the
Senators have not, even up to the pres-
ent time, found time to read.

I have just sent to my office for a copy
of the brief which was previously cir-
culated. I ask that they be placed on
the desks of Senators, in the hope that
they will have the opportunity at least
to examine the appendix to the brief,
which I shall diseuss in the near future.
It sets forth not only the position of
the Canadian Government and the pres-
ent Premier, but also the position of his
predecessor, and of a very prominent
member of the Canadian Parliament.

Another thing I shall do is to repeat,
in substance, a few of the ideas I men-
tioned on the floor of the Senate the
other day. Among other things, I said
that in my 20 years' service it was my
great privilege to become acquainted
with men of judgment, men of reason,
men who think things through. I made
the statement that when Senator Van-
denberg, who occupied a seat not far
from mine, would rise to speak, in order
that his remarks might be in continuity,
he would ask not to be interrupted. I
am making that request now, because in
the time I shall consume I trust I shall
set forth succinetly my own views on the
subject. \

The other day I mentioned the fact
that during this debate I have had two
surprises. Very little attention was paid
to my statement. First, I found that a
number of Senators had not acquainted
themselves with the issue, but had given
their pledged word to vote in a certain
way.

The other day I set forth on the floor
of the Senate the fact that there were
three bills. The first bill was in the
House, and it was disposed of last year.
It was a different bill entirely from the
one reported from the commitiee.

The bill which was introduced in the
Senate is a different bill from the bill
which came from the committee. The
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committee appended to the House bill
two amendments which made it an en-
tirely different measure. I placed those
three bills in the REcorb.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. No. I do not wish to
vield now. I ask to be permitted to con-
tinue my speech without interruption.
When I am through I shall be very
happy to yield, and be catechized by the
distinguished Senator from Illinois. I
want the Recorp to be in such shape that
those who read can understand my posi-
tion which I trust will be logical and in-
formative.

I never question the integrity of a fel-
low Senator. We all have different
backgrounds. The things that count
more than anything else are the religious
background, the educational background,
the economic background, but, more than
anything else, the geographical back-
ground. We strive to serve the interests
of our section.

But the big issue involved in this case
has no such application, because we are
all Americans. When a Senator tells
me—as several have—that he has given
his pledge to Representative O'BrIEN to
support his bill, I call attention to the
fact that the bill which came from the
Senate committee is entirely different.
It is not the O'Brien bill. It is entirely
different from the O'Brien bill of 1957,
which was the one which some Senators,
while they were Members of the House,
had occasion to see. It is not the same
bill as the Douglas bill or the O'Brien
bill of 1958.

I remember when I occupied another
seat in the Senate, when I first came
here. I remember a very distinguished
Senator from Illinois. His name was
Lewis. He was a Lord Chesterfield, both
in manner and dress. He came over to
my seat, and was very friendly. I, of
course, being a neophyte, appreciated
the wisdom of an older man.

What did he say? Among other
things he said, “I never commit myself
to a vote in a certain direction on any
bill until the measure is in front of me.”

“Why?” 1 asked. I listened to his
reply. He said, “You introduce a bill in
the Senate. It goes to a committee.
The committee operates on it. Then the
bill comes back to the Senate, and the
Senate operates on it, with amendments.
Then it goes to the House, and when it
reaches the House it goes through the
same committee process. Then the bill
may go to conference, and it comes back
again after the conferees have acted.”

We have an example of that at the
present time. There is now in progress
a conference on a labor reform bhill.
‘What will the result be? I do not know.
No other Senator knows. The work of
the labor bill conferees will be the result
of compromise.

I remember hearing the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RuUSSELL]
say on the floor of the Senate, “Now
that my bill has been amended, I must
vote against it.”

Following out the advice given to me
by the distinguished Senator Lewis of
Illinois, T can say that I have never
given a firm commitment with respect
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to any bill, because, as may well happen
in connection with the labor reform bill,
there may be things in the bill which I
oppose, as well as things which I favor.
Yet I must vote one way or the other.

As I said the other day, the reason I
am going into this subject is that I
think I owe an obligation to younger
Senators, just as Senator Lewis, of
Illinois, felt that he owed me an obliga-
tion.

I had a background that also edu-
cated me. The idea of making com-
mitments in respect of something that
has not even been born does not make
sense to me.

I remember a statement made by a
prominent labor leader in the State of
Wisconsin. Within the past 60 days he
attended a luncheon in Washington at
which I was present. He said, “I do not
agree with Senator WILEY on many
things, but no one has a rope around
his neck.”

I remember very well that during my
last campaign one of the kingmakers,
when asked whether he intended to sup-
port me, said, “Hell, no.”

“Why? Isn't he honest?”

He replied, “Yes; he is honest.”

“But what is the trouble?”

‘“He does not take orders.”

That is why I can sleep well at night.

Of course I disappoint people. Every--

one is disappointed at times. Never=
theless, all I want is that when I shuffle
off, it can be said of me, “He was his
own boss. He was honest. His only
boss was his Maker."”

What application does that have to
the bill before us? When the king-
maker back in my State—and his re-
mark reached me—said, “The old
s.0.b."—commenting on me—‘“does not
obey orders,” it was the best compliment
Iever got.

‘When the man, the head of one of the
fine, clean unions, made this other state-
ment, I felt that labor and management
at least had sized me up. So I am not
bothered. Nobody tells me what to do.

I spoke yesterday with a fine member
of a labor union. He started the con-
versation by saying, “You know, the
Kennedy amendment,” and so forth.

I said, “I don’t know anything about
it, and I don’t think you do either. In
other words, there has not been an
agreement among the conferees.”

He smiled and let it go at that. It did
not take any time. We had no differ-
ence. I simply carried on. :

Mr. President, I wish to follow through
with the ideas contained in the brief
which is on the desks of Senators. I call
attention to the fact that annexed to the
brief is a very interesting document. I
hope Senators will take it and “pick at
it,” because to me it raises a big issue,
For instance, it opens with this state-
ment by Canadian Prime Minister Dief-
enbaker in the House of Commons on
April 16, 1959: :

Mr. Speaker, on April 8, 1959, the honora=
ble member for Rosedale asked:

“Would the Prime Minister tell us the at-
titude of the Canadian Government toward
the legislation recently passed in the US.
House of Representatives in regard to the
diversion of water from the Great Lakes at
Chicago?”
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I replied, after dealing with one or two
matters of history, and said:

‘““We are paying the closest attention to
this matier, at the same time not wishing to
do anything that would in any way cause
a situation to arise which might not be bene-
ficial.”

I now wish to bring the House up to date
on this subject. When I last spoke on April
8 I stated what the fact was, that the Gov-
ernment was giving careful consideration,
and since then has given further consider-
ation to the most effective manner of making
known Canada's opposition to the bill which,
as I sald a moment ago, has passed the
House of Representatives and is now before
the Senate Committee on Public Works.

Mr. President, the Prime Minister of
Canada was giving careful consideration
to the most effective manner of present-
ing Canada’s opposition to the bill in the
U.S. Congress. He said, further:

A note registering the reasons for Canada’s
objection was delivered on April 9, and with
the leave of the House I ask permission to
table it so that it might possibly appear in
Votes and Proceedings. I am not going to
read the entire note, but just two particular
paragraphs thereof to indicate the general
tenor and attitude of the Government in this
regard. In the third paragraph the follow-
ing appears,

I carry on with the Prime Minister
quoting from the note:

Every diversion of water from the Great
Lakes watershed at Chicago inevitably de-
creases the volume of water remaining in the
basin for all purposes. The Government of
Canada is opposed to any action which will
have the effect of reducing the volume of
water in the Great Lakes Basin. Careful
inquiry has failed to reveal any sources of
water in Canada which could be added to the
present supplies of the basin to compensate
for further withdrawals in the United States.
The Government of Canada considers that
many agreements and understandings be-
tween the United States and Canada would
be broken if unilateral action were taken to
divert additional water from the Great Lakes
watershed at Chicago and directs attention
to provision of two treatles in particular,

Let me digress from that matter just
a moment. Is this something new? We
will find out as we read the note that is
is not. :

Charles Evans Hughes, when he was
the special master, spoke on this sub-
ject and said, in substance, that if the
additional 1,000 cubic feet were granted,
the total diversion would be 4,100 cubic
feet; or following the Hughes analogy,
6 inches for 8,500 cubic feet, and 3 inches
for 4,100 cubic feet.

I continue with the statement of Prime
Minister Diefenbaker:

The first is the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909 and the second is the Niagara Treaty
of 1950.

The general summation of the attitude of
the Government in this regard is contained
in the last two pertinent paragraphs:

“Because of the importance attached by
the United States and Canada to the honor-
ing of international undertakings in letter
and in spirit, the Government of Canada
views with serlous concern any possible im-
palrment of agreements and undertakings
relating to the Great Lakes Basin. Further-
more, the alarms created by repeated pro-
Pposals for diversion which inevitably disturb
the people and industry of Canada are a
source of profound irritation to the relations
between our two countries which we can ill
afford.”
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Oh, Mr. President, as I heard the
President of the United States last night,
sitting close to British Prime Minister
Macmillan, giving his views, and speak-
ing about our relationship with Canada
for 140 years, it thrilled me to hear him
say that along the 3,000 miles of bound=
ary there are no fortifications, no battle
wagons, but simply friendship—enduring
friendship. When I consider that happy
situation, and when I read this docu-
ment in my hand, I am sensible of the
fact that we Senators must not attempt
to “pass the buck” to the President of
the United States.

Of course, some have suggested that
the President will veto the bill. But
no Senator should attempt to rely upon
that procedure. Each Senator should
tend properly to his own business.

I read further from the proceedings in
the Canadian House of Commons and—
in this instance—the Canadian note to
the United States:

I am Instructed, therefore, to express the
hope—

Mr. President, I emphasize the words
nme hope"—
of the Government of Canada that the
United States of America will view this
matter with equal concern and will be able
to give satisfactory assurances that uni-
lateral action will not be taken which would
imperil the present regime of the waters in
the Great Lakes Basin and the status of the
agreements and understandings to which I
have referred.

I read further from the proceedings
in the Canadian House of Commons:

Mr. Seeaxer. Would the Prime Minister
perhaps modify his request so the letter
will be printed as an appendix to Hansard?

Mr. DIEFENBAKER. Yes.

Mr. Speaxer. Is the House agreeable to
having this document printed as an ap-
pendix to Hansard today?

SomE HoNORABLE MEMBERS. Agreed.

(For text of document referred to above,
see appendix.)

Mr. President, could anything have
been more impressive than that state-
ment by the Prime Minister of our sister
nation?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
Wisconsin yield to me, to permit me to
make an insertion in the REcorp?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, inasmuch
as the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina wishes to make an insertion in
the REecorp at this time, let me state
that I have no objection to yielding for
that purpose and to accommodating him
in that way, if there is no objection, be-
cause—although my remarks will be rel-
atively brief—after he makes the in-
sertion he has in mind, I shall be glad
to resume. y

So I am ready to accommodate my
friend, on the condition that when he
concludes his statement, my subsequent
remarks will be printed in the REcorp
in sequence with the remarks I have
already made today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia in the chair).
Is there objection?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, re-
serving the right to object, let me say it
is obvious that we are being faced with
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a filibuster led by the two Senators from
Wisconsin.

I have taken the position that they
must bear the responsibility for the fili-
buster, and that the Senate rules should
be strictly enforced. -

The rule provides that a Senator can
yield only for a question; and that if he
yields for any purpose other than a ques-
tion, he loses his right to the floor.

I have a very high opinion of my col-
league, the Senator from South Caro-
lina, [Mr. JoansToN], and I should like
to cooperate in obliging him. But in the
interest of orderly procedure in the Sen-
ate, and because of my desire to have the
Senate get on with its business, and to
make it as difficult as possible for my
friends from Wisconsin to carry on their
filibuster, I must, although most reluc-
tantly, object. I hope the Senator from
South Carolina realizes why I do so.

I hope that later a way may be cleared
to enable the Senator from South Caro-
lina to insert in the REecorp the matter
he has in mind. But I cannot accom-
modate him at the expense of the just
claims of the city of Chicago and the
people of that part of the country.

Therefore, Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, under
those circumstances, I must continue my
remarks.

I am sure the Senator from Illinois is
repeating his old stunt of filibustering;
and he is doing a pretty good job of using
time by objecting whenever he can.

I must state that if he will have some-
one examine the REcorp and ascertain
the time that has been consumed by
other Senators, he will find that we who
oppose his nefarious scheme have not
been filibustering. One who filibusters
does not talk to the point. One who fili-
busters talks on anything but the point.

Mr. President, in resuming my re-
marks, let me state that I believe I had
pointed out that the first note was
printed in its entirety in Hansard for the
Canadian House of Commons—in other
words, in the equivalent of our CONGRES-
sIONAL REcoOrD. The note was printed in
the appendix to Hansard. I hold that
insertion in my hand.

I was saying that not only did the
Prime Minister of Canada express the
hope that our country would view this
matter with equal concern and would
be able to give satisfactory assurances
that unilateral action would not be taken,
but he also expressed the hope that the
United States would carry out her treaty
obligations and agreements.

Mr. President, when I was at the
United Natons, I became very well ac-
quainted with the Honorable L. B. Pear-
son, then the Prime Minister of Canada.
Today, he is the leader of the opposi-
tion in the Canadian House of Com-
mons, at Ottawa. Let me read now
what Mr. Pearson said in the course of
that debate in the House of Commons:

However, the note has been presented, and
I hope it will have the effect it should have
in preventing the United States from taking
action which would be a breach of treaty
arrangements between the two countries.
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Well, well, well, Mr. President; there
we have it. So there is unity in Canada
on this subject; there is no question
about that.

Mr. President, I read further from the
debates in the Canadian House of Com-
mons:

Mr. H. W. Herringe (Kootenay West). Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of this group I want to
say that we are extremely pleased to hear
the statement of the Prime Minister with
respect to this latest note. We are also
pleased to note that it is in stronger terms
than any previous note.

Mr. President, I emphasize the words
“in stronger terms than any previous
note."”

I read further from the debate in the
Canadian House of Commons:

We support the Government in any effort
it may take to protect Canadian interests.
We in this group hope that the Congress of
the United States will pay attention to this
day's proceedings and note from the pro-
ceedings that Parliament in this respect is
unanimous.

Mr, President, under these circum-
stances I cannot understand why anyone
would fail to understand the chief issue.

Someone has said that five or six
States are against Illinois. However,
the opposition is not to Illinois, but is
only to Chicago and the Chicago district.

As Senators will learn, time and time
again the Chicago district has failed
to comply with the directions of the
Supreme Court, and has exercised al-
most mandatory power, at times, despite
the directions of the Supreme Court.
When the Chicago district could not
move the Court to do what it wished,
Chicago has attempted to persuade the
Congress of the United States to take ac-
tion in the case.

Let us understand clearly what the
situation is. As stated yesterday, back
in 1930, the Supreme Court made its
findings and its decisions, and provided
then what amount of water Chicago
would be allowed to take out of Lake
Michigan and what should be done.

Thereafter, following that direction
by the Supreme Court, Chicago devel-
oped one of the finest sanitary systems
in the world, and that system did a good
job. But about 5 years ago, Chicago be-
gan to add to her then area of approxi-
mately 120 square miles, and increased
it, up to the present time, to between
500 and 600 square miles.

Of course, Mr. President, if an auto-
mobile or any other piece of machinery
that is capable of doing a good job is
suddenly asked to do 200 times what it
was designed to do, there can be no doubt
about what will happen.

So then it was that Chicago applied
to the Supreme Court; and the Court al-
lowed temporary relief, and suggested
that Chicago clean up her own mess,
But Chicago has not done so.

Chicago now has a case before the Su-
preme Court, which has appointed a spe-
cial master to find the facts in the sit-
uation.

According to the history of this matter
which we shall relate, that has hap-
pened time and time again. Time and
time again, Chicago has obtained tem-
porary relief, which was granted by the
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Supreme Court with the idea that Chi-
cago would do the necessary job, by
building an efficient sewage disposal
plant sufficient to take care of the in-
creased amounts of sewage. Of course,
as Chicago has so greatly increased in
area, the amount of sewage which must
be treated has likewise greatly increased
in volume. But they just sat pretty,
and did not comply with the direction of
the Court.

Now, Mr. President, listen to this last
sentence again, in which Mr. Herridge
said:

We in this group hope that the Congress
of the United States will pay attention to
this day’s proceedings and note from the
proceedings that parliament in this respect
is unanimous,

Mr. President, you remember what
happened. After the bill had gone to the
Public Works Committee of the Senate,
the Prime Minister sent this note. Iread
only two sections of it, but I am going to
read the rest of it. I want this record
to be so clear that those who read and
want to understand can see the issue.
We have here the opposition of a united
Canadian group in the government. Let
us say we have the opposition of the Gov-
ernment of Canada, as expressed by
Prime Minister Diefenbaker, the previous
Prime Minister, L. B. Pearson, and by
the representative of a group on the floor
of Parliament, the Honorable H. W. Her-
ridge.

It is so plain what the attitude was
that there is a general assumption by
lawyers that with this note the matter
should have been presented in the first
instance to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Let us get it straight. This note,
which I shall now read, was presented
first after the bill went to the Public
Works Commitiee. The date was about
3 weeks after the bill went to the Public
Works Committee. Then it was that
the note was presented to the Secretary
of State.

The note reads:

Sik: I have the honor on instructions from
my Government to refer to proposals for
legislation in the United States of America
concerning an increase in the diversion of
water from Lake Michigan through the Chi-
cago drainage canal. It is noted that one
proposal to this effect has been approved
by the House of Representatives and will
shortly be considered by the Senate. During
a period of many years there have been
numerous occasions on which the Govern-
ment of Canada has made representations
to the Government of the United States of
America with respect to proposals concern-
ing the diversion of water from Lake Mich-
igan out of the Great Lakes watershed at
Chicago.

Many of these representations have been
directed toward particular proposals then
under discussion by United States of America
authorities. Because of the importance of
the question, the Government of Canada be-
lieves it tlmely to reexamine the considera-
tlons which it regards as most important
concerning any proposals for additional di-
version of water from the Great Lakes water-
shed. Accordingly, in order that there may
be no misunderstanding as to the views of
the Government of Canada, I have been in-
structed to bring the following considerations
to your attention. =k

L. T il
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Then follows this paragraph:

Every diversion of water from the Great
Lakes watershed at Chicago inevitably de-
creases the volume of water remaining in the
basin for all purposes. The Government of
Canada is opposed to any action which will
have the effect of reducing the wvolume of
water in the Great Lakes Basin. Careful in-
quiry has failed to reveal any sources of
water in Canada which could be added to the
present supplies of the basin to compensate
for further withdrawals in the United States
of America. The Government of Canada
considers that many agreements and under-
standings between the United States of
America and Canada would be broken if
unilateral action were taken to divert addi-
tional water from the Great Lakes water-
shed at Chicago and directs attention to
provisions of two treaties in particular.

Mr. President, I think this is very im-
portant. The Prime Minister of Canada
did not just generalize. The Prime Min-
ister of Canada particularized. He put
his finger on the spot. He called to the
attention of our Government—your
Government and mine—the particular
treaties that would be violated. The
first is—and I am reading from the
note:

(a) The Boundary Water Treaty, 1909:
The applicability of either article II, para-
graph 2 or article III of this treaty de-
pends upon the interpretation of physical
facts.

If Lake Michigan physically flows into the

. boundary water of Lake Huron, article IT pre-

serves to Canada the right to object to such
a diversion which would be productive of
material injury to the navigation interests
in Canadian waters.

If, as has been asserted by eminent U.S.A.
jurists, article III of the treaty applies, no
further diversion shall be made except with
the approval of the International Joint Com-
mission.

(b) Niagara Treaty, 1950: This treaty al-
locates water for scenic and power purposes.
The amount of water which shall be avall-
able for these purposes is the total outflow
from Lake Erie. The specific inclusion of
certain added waters in article III of the
treaty emphasizes the underlying assump-
tion that existing supplies will continue un-
abated. In addition to these treaty pro-
visions, there is a further agreement of
far-reaching importance. Power develop-
ment in the Provinces of Ontario and Que-
bec is predicated upon agreed criteria for
regulation of the flows of the St. Lawrence
River. The order of approval of the Inter-
national Joint Commission of October 29,
1952, as supplemented on July 2, 1956, and
accepted by both our Governments, Iorms
the basis for the construction and operation
of the hydroelectric power installations in
the international section of the St. Law-
rence River. Criterion (a) of this order
of approval assumes a continuous diversion
out of the Great Lakes Basin limited to the
present 3,100 cubic feet per second at
Chicago.

There we have it, The order assumes
that 3,100 cubic feet per second at Chi-
cago shall be the basis of how we shall
carry on in relation to the water sup-
ply in Lake Michigan.

Yes, Mr, President, we can set a great
precedent of treatybreaking. I shall
talk about that in the not too distant
future. We can talk about the effects
of breaking faith with the best friend
we have in the world. There are none
better than the common people of
Canada, who have done a tremendous

- job, as anyone who travels through
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Canada can see. We can create, as has
been suggested in the note, further mis-
understanding.

We know what is meant when it is
said, “In order that there may be no
misunderstanding as to the views of the
Government of Canada.” That is what
the Ambassador said.

Mr. President, I continue to read from
the note which was sent to the Secretary
of State 3 weeks after the Public Works
Committee got the bill:

Navigation and commercial interests de-
pend upon the maintenance of the basis up-
on which channel enlargements have been
designed in order that vessels of deep draft
may proceed with full load to and from the
ports of the Upper Great Lakes. In this con-
ilectlop I would refer to the following mat-

ers:

(a) The construction of the St. Lawrence
Seaway. Legislation in the two countries
and the several exchanges of notes concern-
ing the construction and operation of the
seaway now just completed are based on the
assumption and undertsanding that there
will not be unilateral actlon repugnant to
the purposes of the legislation. Withdrawal
of water from the Great Lakes Basin would
materially affect the operation of the St.
Lawrence Seaway;

I think that has been demonstrated on
the floor beyond the slightest doubt. The
Senators from New York showed what
would be the effect on the development
of water power. We shall show, before
we are through, what will be the effect
and what is the effect upon the Great
Lakes ports and upon navigation. That
has been stressed fully, but it is a ques-
tion of injury which the Senators have
not thought about in regard to the bill.

Mr. President, Canada and America
have put a billion dollars into the St.
Lawrence Seaway, to make it the fourth
coast in America. Yes, we have sought
to make it a place where we can live and
develop and grow. Shortly there will be
100 million people in that basin. Now
we are talking about making it possible
for one city to lay a precedent by action
of Congress. Then there will be count-
less bills presented to Congress, from
other cities. Think what logrolling there
will be—*“Yes; I voted for your bill; now
you vote for mine.” What a brilliant
prospect that is. What a wonderful
thing to look forward to. We do not
have enough to tend to without creating:
another “open sore,” so to speak, in
legislation.

Mr. President, I continue the quota-
tion:

Withdrawal of water from the Great Lakes
Basin would materially affect the operation
of the St. Lawrence Seaway.

The Canadian Ambassador said that.
Really, there has been no proof to the
contrary on the floor of the Senate,

Mr. President, I continue to read:

(b) Dredging. By agreement contained in
the varlous exchanges of notes between the
two countries, profiles have been prepared for
the excavation which has taken place or is
about to take place in the International Rap-
ids section of the river, in the Amherstburg
Channel and in the 8t. Clair River.

I presume the word “profile” means
the same as “plans.”

These . agreements are based on the m-
plied understanding that material changes




1959

would not be made in the volume of water
available for navigation.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I must
insist upon orderly procedure of the Sen-
ate. The Senator may yield for a ques-
tion but not for an insertion in the
RECORD;

Mr. KEATING. I asked the Senator
to yield for a question.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, now that
the Senator from Illinois has been so
gracious and at long last has melted, I
hope if I yield for the question that the
question will follow in the proper con-
text of what I am saying. If it relates
to this matter I ask that it follow in or-
der. I trust that my yielding will not
interfere in the slightest degree with my
right to pursue this course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the
inquiry I want to address to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, who is making such
a valiant fight and such an excellent
argument, is this: Has the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin heard on the
floor any effective response to the ar-
gument relating to the damage to our
international relations which passage
of the bill would cause? Has that ques-
tion been answered by any Senator on
the floor?

Mr. WILEY. I think I have been on
the floor all the time, except perhaps
for a little “breathing spell,” we might
say, when I have stepped out. I have
heard no answer. The answer to the
Senator’s question is, “No.”

Mr. KEATING. Does not the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin feel
that is certainly one of the major im-
plications of this proposed legislation?

Mr, WILEY. Undoubtedly.

Mr. KEATING. Does not the Senafor
feel it deserves some reply from those
who are advancing the need for the
proposed legislation?

Mr. WILEY. I presume we will hear
an argument on that at the proper time.
I will say that in spite of the statement
of the distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois, who constantly says there is a fili-
buster—of course, the Senator from New
York had better look out, or he will
be accused of filibustering, too——

Mr. KEATING. I have been.

Mr. WILEY. The Senator from Il-
linois has been doing a pretty good job
himself in making a conftribution to
the continuity of the matter so far. But
I have not heard anything, in response
to the question.

Mr. KEATING. I thank my colleague.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield on the same point?

Mr. WILEY. IfImay yield for a ques-
tion without losing the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Wisconsin yields to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin for a
question.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
if the opponents of H.R, 1 desire to en-
gage in a filibuster, what they would do
would be to constantly suggest the ab-
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sence of a quorum? Is it not true that
by doing this a great deal of time could
easily be consumed with very little, al=-
most no, effort on the part of the oppo-
nents of the bill? Is it not true that we
could do this over and over again? Is it
not true that often in the past when
opponents of a bill have wished to pre-
vent a vote, they have resorted to this
device, and is it not also true that the
opponents of H.R. 1 have suggested al-
most no absences of a quorum?

And may I ask this concluding ques-
tion? 1Is it not true that today we have
not had a single quorum call, although it
is 215 hours since the Senate convened?
I think this is the first time since the
Senate has met this year that the Senate

has gone for 214 hours without a quorum

call. 1Is it not also true that the reason
we have not suggested the absence of &
quorum is because we are very anxious to
get the merits of this bill before the Sen-
ate and before the country?

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, that is
correct, and I must say, in commenting
on the answer, that I am sure my dis-
tinguished colleague from Wisconsin is
well versed in what constitutes a filibus-
ter, because he sat at the feet of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield for another
question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield under the same
conditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Wisconsin yields to
the Senator from New York for a ques-
tion.

Mr. EEATING. Has the attention of
the Senator from Wisconsin been called
to an excellent editorial in this morn-
ing's Washington Post and Times Herald
in which the distinction is drawn be-
tween debate to furnish information and
greater knowledge, deeper knowledge, to
the Members of the Senate, and what
could be termed a filibuster, in which
the editors reach the justified conclusion
that this debate has been on the subject
all the way through, and has been con-
ducted in order that the Members of
the Senate might have greater knowl-
edge, with the probability that if they
are given the opportunity to vote again,
as I hope the Senator will give them, and
I am sure he will, they will say that the
international ramifications of this bill
are so important that it should be eon-
sidered by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee?

Mr. WILEY. I must say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York that
I read the editorial, and I immediately
prescribed it for the consideration of the
Senator from Illinois, but he, being so
filibuster-minded himself, could not see
the point. I feel that the editorial it-
self takes the Senator from Illinois for
a nice little ride.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I want to be sure
that my colleague from Illinois hears
this. Would the Senator yield for the
purpose of a unanimous-consent request
to place in the Recorp this editorial?

Mr., DOUGLAS. I must reluctantly
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
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Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I thank
all three—what shall I say?—battlers.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator
yield for another question?

Mr. WILEY. On the same conditions.

Mr. PROXMIRE., Would the Senator
be interested in knowing that his junior
colleague has tremendous admiration
for the very competent job the senior
Senator from Wisconsin has been doing
on this issue of whether or not this bill
should be referred to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee?

Mr. WILEY. I thank my colleague.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator
be interested in knowing, further, that I
have carefully read his brief, and that I,
of course, earnestly hope that all other
Senators will read it? Would the Sena-
tor be interested in knowing, further,
that the junior Senator from Wisconsin
feels that it would be very difficult for
any Senator carefully and thoughtfully
to read this brief and then vote against
referring this bill to the Poreign Rela-
tions Committee?

Would the Senafor be interested in
knowing, further, that in the judgment
of the junior Senator from Wisconsin
it is very masterful, competent job?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague. You know, at my age
what one likes more than appreciation
is more appreciation. So I am very
grateful, I assure the Senator.

I shall now continue my discussion of
this very, very important phase of what
I consider is probably the main issue.
It is a bigger issue than the issue be-
tween the five States and Chicago. This
issue is the question of maintaining
friendly relations, giving heed to the
expressions of the leaders of the friendly
nation to the north on a subject that
relates fundamentally to the matter of
whether we will become treatybreakers,
whether we will become breakers of
agreements, whether we will do that
which will be detrimental to the St. Law-
rence Waterway, on which we and Can-
ada have spent a billion dollars.

That is a great moral issue, but more
than that, it involves a great legal issue.
It involves breaking a precedent of 175
years in which we have been a Nation,
and I submit, Mr. President, that as far
as I am concerned, if we should fail in
having the bill sent fo the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, though I do not think
we will, we will talk here until, as the
fellow says, “Hell freezes over,” as far
as I am concerned.

No, I am trying to use a common
phrase, one that is, let us say, very in-
formative. It is not one that is used
carelessly. It is an expression that ex-
presses in no uncertain terms the de-
termination of all of us that America
shall not start in breaking the com-
mandments, the commandments that
have made international policy so firm
between us and our allies. I do not have
to say anything further on that subject
except to say, as I repeated, and I of
course shall repeat again,

Am I getting a real smile from my
associate from Illinois? There is not
much between us except a line, you
know, across the State, but we are aw-
fully glad that we lost Chicago some 75
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or 80 years ago, whenever it was the
Government took that area off of the
Wisconsin Territory.

Mr. KEATING. My, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY, I yield, subject to the
usual conditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin yields to the
Senator from New York for a question.

Mr. KEATING. Has the Senator
noticed that when the Senator from
Wisconsin and the junior Senator from
New York engage in a colloguy, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois moves
over closer with apparently a suspicion
that there might be something sinister
or untoward in our actions?

Mr., WILEY. Oh, no, no. I cannot
agree to that. I think he just has a
liking for me. That is all.

Mr. KEATING. That may be it.

Mr, WILEY. So I am glad to see him
becoming closer and closer here to dis-
tinguished Senators.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY. Subject to the condi-
tions that I not lose the floor, I will yield
for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin yields to the
Senator from Arkansas for a question,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
should like to ask if I may insert some-
thing in the RECORD.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I mustobject,

Mr. FULBRIGHT., I was asking a
question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Illinois object to an
insertion in the RECORD?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois objects. The Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
senior Senator from Wisconsin yield for a
question?

Mr. WILEY. Subject to the usual
conditions.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does it not strike
the senior Senator from Wisconsin as un-
usual that the close friendship of the
Senator from Illinois for the Senator
from Arkansas, which was so apparent
yesterday and which was so striking, has
now apparently deteriorated to such a
point that now the Senator from Illinois
will not make an exception for his firm
and good friend from Arkansas?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I would
not go that far. I will just say that the
Senator from Illinois is getting a little
weak and tired and wants this matter
to close.

Mr. KEATING. Willthe Senator yield
to me for a question?

Mr. WILEY. Under the conditions T
have heretofore stated, yes.

Mr. KEATING. Does the Senator re-
alize that, despite objections made by
the Senator from Illinois to certain
unanimous-consent requests of mine, I
bear no ill will toward him?

Mr. WILEY. That is one of the re-
markable things about being a Senator.
As I stated earlier, in speaking about
a Senator’s obligation, I never criticize a
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Senator because he disagrees with me.
All T ask is that a Senator not give snap
judgment when he has not gone into the
record. That is why I have caused to be
placed on the desks of Senators copies of
a brief which I presented to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and which
has in it excerpts from the debates in
the Canadian Parliament, the purpose
being to throw light on a very misty sub-
ject, which started out being misty, first,
because of the attitude of the two dis-
tinguished Senators from Illinois. I see
the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirgseEN] approaching with a smile on
his countenance.

Second, there is the influence of the
O'Brien group in the House. They have
had exceedingly great influence here.
It is my object, of course, to clear away
the mist if I ean, by bringing out the
facts, and by logic, as well as by the con-
tentions not only of the present Prime
Minister of Canada, but the former
Prime Minister, Mr. Pearson, as well as
of Mr. Herrid, a Member of the Cana-
dian Parliament, who said:

We in this group hope that the Congress
of the United States will pay attention to
this day's proceedings and note from the
proceedings that Parliament in this respect
is unanimous.

1 shall continue reading from the note
which I started to read. The last thing
I spoke about was the new channel, with
respect to which it was said that there
was an exchange of notes on February
28, 1959:

{c) New channel. In an exchange of notes
dated February 28, 1959, it has been agreed
that a new channel should be constructed
to eliminate the so-called southeast bend of
the St. Clair River—

This is the important thing. This is
from the Prime Minister of Canada—
The agreement by the Government of Can-
ada to this proposal was based on the un-
derstanding that there would be no artificial
interference with the present supplies of
water.

“No artificial interference with the
present supplies of water.” What is it
Chicago wants? First, she has 3,200 or
3,300 cubic feet, which was allowed by
the Court. Now she wants the Congress
of the United States to give her another
thousand cubic feet. We have already
had plenty of evidence as to what the
influence of a thousand cubic feet would
be, and what the meaning of a thousand
cubic feet per second is—not per min-
ute, not per year, not for 24 hours, but
for 3656 days in the year, a thousand cu-
bic feet every second. It amounts to
more than a thousand billion gallons off
the surface of that lake. It is said that
that does not amount to anything. We
shall see about that.

I continue reading:

Because of the importance attached by the
United States of America and Canada to the
honoring of international undertakings in
letter and in spirit, the Government of Can-
ada views with serious concern any possihla

impairment of agreements and undertakings
relating to the Great Lakes Basin.

Canada “views with serious concern.”
Can we not ‘“view with serious concern”
when a great sister nation speaks to us
about a situation? Can we not think
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this problem through, as unbiased, un-
prejudiced, untied individuals, as Sena-
tors who want to find a solution?

How ecan a solution be found? It can
be found by referring this question to the
Committee on Foreign Relations. Why?
First, because it relates to treaties with
our best friend, Canada. Second, it re-
lates to understandings with and com-
mitments to our best friend, Canada.
Yet we are asked to ignore them.

I read further from the parliamentary
debates:

Furthermore, the alarms created by re-
peated proposals for diversion which inevi-
tably disturb the people and industry of
Canada are a source of profound irritation
to the relations between our two countries
which we can 111 afford.

Could any language be clearer? They
are talking about a source of profound
irritation to the relations between the
two countries. The argument is so pro-
found that we shall be here for a long
time, if necessary. A great principle is
involved. Can we afford to break trea-
ties? Can we put ourselves in the same
class with Khrushchev? Can we become
what other names infamous in history
became because they would not keep
treaties? The answer is “No.” For me
and my children the answer will be “No”
for a long, long time.

Iread further:

I am Instructed, therefore, to express the
hope of the Government of Canada that the
United States of America will view this mat-
ter with equal concern and will be able to
give satisfactory assurances that unilateral
action will not be taken which would im-
peril the present regime of the waters In
the Great Lakes basin and the status of the

agreements and understandings to which I
have referred.

Was that the end of it? It was the
end of the April 8 note. But to show
how our Canadian friends keep their
fingers on what transpires in America,
and how they are remaining alert, when
the Committee on Public Works, first,
by a vote of 7 to 7 on a motion to table,
and then by a vote of 8 to 6 to report the
bill, reported the bill to the Senate——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
senior Senator from Wisconsin yield to
the junior Senator for a question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield under the same
conditions stated heretofore.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
although the bill was reported by a vote
of 8 to 6, three of the eight members of
the Public Works Commiftee who voted
to report the bill favorably recommended
that it be referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations?

Mr. WILEY. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Is it not true, there-
fore, that a majority of the Public Works
Committee is telling the Senate that in
its judgment the bill should go to the
Foreign Relations Committee?

Mr. WILEY. That is absolutely true;
but I also wish to make clear that I am
satisfied that the other members of the
committee feel likewise. At least one
of them said to me, “We are only the
Public Works Committee. We have not
had time to go into the issue, which be-
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Jongs under the jurisdiction of the For-
eign Relations Committee. In fact, we
are not competent to do so, because we
are not schooled in the field of foreign
relations.”

In other words, I think it is very clear
that although I submitted this brief to
the Committee on Public Works, a brief
which I have caused to be placed on the
desks of Senafors, I presume that mem-
bers of that committee, like Senators who
are members of other committees, felt
that they were not sufficiently informed
about the diplomatic phase of the mat-
ter as it concerns our relations with
Canada. At the time I attended that
committee’s meeting, I think only three
members of the committee were present.
As a consequence, they were not informed
on the subject which I am now discuss-
ing. I am certain that a majority of the
Senate and of the people of the country
are not informed about it.

I observe that the distinguished senior
Senator from EKansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL]
has entered the Chamber. I may say to
him that I have caused to be placed on
his desk a brief which I hope he will
take the time to read, particularly the
exhibit which is attached and which is
the position of the Canadian Govern-
ment, stated in no uncertain terms. The
Senator from Kansas will find that it is
the unanimous position of the Canadian
Government with respect to the proposed
diversion of water from Lake Michigan.
All T ask is that every Senator afford
himself the opportunity to examine this
brief.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question on this
very important point?

Mr. WILEY. 1Iyield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not the clear
policy of the leadership in the Senate
on virtually all bills to accept the rec-
ommendation of a majority of the com-
mittee, and to adopt that recommenda-
tion as the position of the leadership?
In other words, is it not true, in the ab-
sence of some overriding party policy or
some traditional policy of the Demo-
cratic or the Republican Party, that
when a committee makes a majority rec-
ommendation, the leadership honors its
recommendation and does its best to see
that the majority recommendation is
carried out?

Mr. WILEY. I think that as a matter
of policy that is true. On the other hand,
there are many exceptions. But I think
the Senator has proved by his statement
that the majority of even the Committee
on Public Works was in favor of having
the bill referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. PROXMIRE. TIs it not probably
true, as was indicated by the distin-
guished junior Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SpargmanN], that many Senators
do not know that the recommendation of
the Committee on Public Works is that
H.R. 1 be referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations?

Mr, WILEY. My answer to that would
be that I have not canvassed that situa-
tion. I have not asked any Senator to
support our position. I feel that the
solution of this matter is something for
each individual Senator to reach when
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he realizes the significance of the issue
which is here presented. I hope that the
position which my colleague implied in
his question is the correct one.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not important
that Senators, like the two Senators from

Wisconsin who oppose the bill, do all in -~

their power to call the attention of the
Senate to the fact that the committee
which reported the bill in this instance
itself recommended that the bill be re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations?

In view of the fact that most Senators
have only a cursory interest in other than
national matters, matters which do not
apply to their own States, do they not
place great reliance and trust in the
judement of the committee and vote in
accordance with the majority decision of
the committee?

Mr. WILEY. I hope the Senator is
right in what he implies. This is not the
complete answer so far, because after
the committee reported the bill to the
Senate by a vote of 8 to 6, two or three
Senators, as suggested by my distin-
guished colleague, proposed that the
matter be referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

When it became known to Canada that
its previous note had received apparent-
ly—I say apparently—no considera-
tion—which was not true—and when the
committee reported the bill, the conclu-
sion was that the Senate had been sold a
bill of goods and that the previous note
had not been called adequately to the
attention of the Senate.

So on August 20—and, as I remember,
the bill was reported several days before
that—the Department of State received
the following note. From whom? From
the Canadian Government, through its
Ambassador. I quote:

I have the honor to refer to my note No.
184 of April 9, 19569, concerning legislative
proposals to increase the diversion of water
from Lake Michigan at Chicago.

I am instructed to inform you that the
Government of Canada has taken note of
the recent legislative developments in the
United States concerning this matter.

That means the action of the com-
mittee.

In this connection, I am to advise you that
the Government of Canada explicitly reaffirms
the position set forth at length in the above-
mentioned note.

What note? The note of April 9, 1959,
which I have been discussing.

In the view of my Government any addi-
tional diversion of water out of the Great
Lakes watershed would be inconsistent with
existing agreements and arrangements which
together constitute an agreed regime with
respect to these waters. The proposed uni-
lateral derogation from the existing regime
therefore occasions serious concern in
Canada.

I think we might again ask ourselves
about the serious concern in Canada.

Please accept, sir, the renewed assurances
of my highest consideration.

I am concerned. Let Canada know
that I am concerned and that my col-
league from Wisconsin is concerned. I
trust that the majority of the Senate is
concerned. That means we are not
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flouting the notes of a friendly nation.
It means we are giving consideration to
this very serious matter. It is a serious
matter when men will ignore such a re-
sponsibility as is ours today. It is very
serious.

Mr. President, there is something else.
I realize, as I have said heretofore, the
influence of the distinguished senior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dougras]. I
realize also the infiuence of the minority
leader, the distinguished junior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Senators on both sides of the aisle
have come to me. I have not asked
them to vote for anything in all my years
as a Senator. I again say, as I said
earlier, that I have a high concern for
the integrity of the Senate. Senators
come to me and have said, “I am sorry,
but I have pledged my word.”

I'again say: “Pledged your word? And
you know nothing about the proposal?”

One Senator who said that came to
me this morning. He said, “You are
right. I had not gone into this matter.
I gave my promise, but it was a blanket
promise, without knowing the facts. I
now know the facts. I have read your
note. I know what the issue is. It is
bigger than Illinois against five States.
The real issue is whether America will
keep faith.”

Mr, President, when I was privileged
to attend the Queen’s visit to Canada,
I saw then the distinguished Member
of our House of Representatives who
accompanied the Senator from Illinois.
I refer to Representative Yares, who
previously had accompanied the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] to Canada,
to have our Ambassador there arrange
for them a consultation with the Prime
Minister of Canada. All these matters
are covered in the material I have at-
tached to my statement, just to show
how attempts have been made to use
influence.

I do not condemn what these two dis-
tinguished gentlemen did; but neither
do I approve. Certainly our State De-
partment has its own functions.

Let us see what was said in the Cana-
dian House of Commons on April 23:
WATER RESOURCES—CHICAGO DIVERSION—

MEETING BETWEEN PrIME MINISTER AND

MEeMBERS OoF U.S. CONGRESS

On the orders of the day:

Hon, LioNEL CHEVRIER (Laurier). May I di-
rect a question to the Prime Minister. Will
the Prime Minister be good enough to tell
the house whether he received Senator PavrL
DoucLas, of Illinois, this morning in order to
digcuss with him the question of the diver-
sion of water from the Great Lakes basin
into the Chicago drainage canal; and would
the Prime Minister say, if he met the Sena-
tor, what was the result of the interview?

Rt. Hon. J. G, DieFeNBAKER (Prime Minis-
ter). The honorable member for Essex West
also intended to ask this question. Some
few days ago the U.S. Ambassador suggested
that it might be possible for me to meet with
U.S. Senator DoucrAas and Congressman
Yares, one a Member of the Senate from Illi-

nois and the other a Member of the House
of Representatives from the same State.
They were here this morning and I met with
them, though they were not here in any
sense as an officlal delegation, because the
suggestion had been made that the meeting
might provide an opportunity for them to
place before the Government the views which
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they hold respecting the bill which would
provide for an additional diversion of water
from Lake Michigan at Chicago.

I listened to the expression of their views
and we had a very interesting talk together,
but I may say without any equivocation that
I was unable to offer them any hope that as
a result of the expression of their views the
known opposition of the Government of
Canada to the bill would in any way be
diminished.

That is clear enough, I think, to make it
understandable to all that while I was very
happy to meet with these gentlemen, their
views did not alter the views expressed in
the message to the Acting Secretary of State
of the United States, sent by this Govern-
ment on April 9,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield for a
question?

Mr., WILEY. Yes, without losing the
foor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin what was wrong
concerning the visit of the Senator from
Illinois and Representative YaTes to the
Prime Minister of Canada? What fault
does the Senator from Wisconsin find
with it?

Mr. WILEY. Does the Senator from
Illinois ask what was wrong about it?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; what, if any-
thing, was wrong with that?

Mr. WILEY. I did not imply that
anything was either right or improper.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then why is the
Senator from Wisconsin bringing up this
matter?

Mr., WILEY. I am talking about the
Senator's attempts to influence. I am
talking about how the Senator from Illi-
nois exerts his influence on the floor of
the Senate, on Members of the Senate.
I am talking about how he and the
O’Brien outfit in the House of Repre-
sentatives even got promises to vote so-
and-so. That is what I am talking
about. I am trying to expose the fact,
so it will not happen again. I am say-
ing that what we need is an exposition
of the facts, and no more trips by Mem-
bers to Canada, to visit the Prime Min-
ister of Canada—for, after all, relation-
ships between our Government and the
Canadian Government are the function
of our State Department—and no more
attempts to get the Prime Minister of
Canada to switch the views of Canada.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
make the point that the Senator from
Wisconsin is out of order.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I am not
criticizing the Senator from Illinois. I
could say that, in a sense, he is an aw=-
fully good contractor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
make the point of order that the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin is out of order, and
should be required to take his seat.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
call for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
regular order is demanded; and the
Senator from Wisconsin may proceed.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Chair. Of
course, I have the floor. It seems that,
at least to some extent, I have gotten
under the skin of the Senator from
Illinois.

I was referring to the fact that the
Senator from Illinois went to Canada, to
attempt to meddle with governmental
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business ‘in Canada. That is really
something to think about. I do not
know whether any bill or any law was
involved. I am simply calling the facts
to the attention of the Senate,

The Senate now has before it HR. 1.
The fact that only a few Senators are
now in the Chamber indicates clearly
that the attention of most Senators has
been occupied by other matters. But I
want the Recorp to stand; and I have
been quoting from the debate which
occurred in the Canadian House of
Commons.

Mr, President, earlier today my atten-
tion was called to an editorial entitled
“Snitching Great Lakes Water,” which
was published today in the Washington
Post. In connection with the arguments
I am making at this time, I desire to read
part of one of the paragraphs of the edi-
torial;

Sponsors of the bill try to justify riding
roughshod over Canada's wishes regarding
these international waters by saying that
officials in Ottawa have shifted their position
in the last year. Spokesmen for Canada deny
this emphatically, but even if it were true
we do not see that it would have any sub-
stantial bearing on the issue now before the
Senate.

I think the record shows very clearly,
Mr. President, what effect a little bit of
influence had in connection with the
debate last year. I am sure it reached
even into the State Department, at times.

But Canada reaffirms her position.
She has stood firm, through the years, on
this matter,

I wish to say very definitely that if the
matter had not gone, last year, the way
it did, the secalp of someone would have
been nipped a little bit. I do not refer
to any Senators; I refer to folks in the
State Department, who, I am sure, were
taking action not consistent with what
Secretary Dulles knew on the subject.

Mr. President, as my dear associate
would say, I am just getting into my
speech; at this time I am really getting
into it. He has done a wonderful job.
Mine will not equal his, because, al-
though he is young in years, he is old in
wisdom; wisdom has really gotten into
his gray matter, so that he can take care
of almost anyone, on any occasion.

We recall the way he politicked in Wis-
consin. He really had no trouble at all
going up and down the highways and
byways of that State, into the factories
and onto the farms. He did not make
any promises; he simply talked and pro-
ceeded to present the facts.

So, as—of course—one of the younger
Members, myself, at this time I feel so
chipper, as I contemplate this subject,
that I shall certainly continue my re-
marks for another 3 or 4 hours; and
then we shall see how the gentleman
feels on the subject.

Mr, President, in pointing to the dan-
gers of the pending bill, we are attempt-
ing to show that the bill is, first, against
our domestic interests, and, second,
threatens our relations with our good
neighbor, Canada. However, the enact-
ment of an ill-advised hill would also
create danagerous far-reaching reper-
cussions adverse to the U.S. interests
around the globe. Historically, the
United States has an honored reputa-
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tion for living up to and carrying out
in letter and in spirit our agreements
with other nations. The proposed legis-
lation before us threatens to negate that
history, to destroy our reputation for
integrity, honesty, dependability, and
good faith in international negotiations.

As one who has been on the Foreign
Relations Committee for a good many
years, I submit, Mr. President, that this
matter of international honesty, integ-
rity, and dependability is not just talk.
It is a matter that receives serious con-
sideration in the U.S. Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. If we make an
agreement, we have got to know that
the folks with whom we are dealing
have got the character to carry through.
That has been our policy through the
centuries and the decades.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Amen.

Mr. WILEY. And good faith in our
international negotiations is impera-
tively necessary. If we become the ex-
ponents of breaking faith, what efiect
will it have?

Let us look at a few ways by which
the interests of the United States could
be adversely affected. First of all, the
evidence presented to the Senate is in
the form of views of the Canadian Gov-
ernment. These are overwhelming proof
that the pending legislation, if enacted,
would be a definite violation of both the
spirit and the letter of an agreement
with that friendly country.

The proponents of this bill are pro-
posing that we ignore these two pro-
tests of Canada; that we refuse to live
up to the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909 and the Niagara Treaty of 1950.

We had better ask ourselves such
soul-searching questions as, What would
this do to us in the eyes of the world?
What would this mean, first, to the
reputation, dignity, and stature of the
United States, if we deliberately and
flagrantly took action that violated the
spirit and the letter of such interna-
tional agreements?

Secondly, President Eisenhower is now
traveling abroad to further cement un-
derstandings and agreements with Great
Britain, Germany, and France. What
would be the effect of the enactment of
this treaty breaking legislation by the
U. 8. Congress?

What would be the effect? Well, I
am sure that some of my colleagues
heard the President say last night that
we have lived in peace with Canada,
without fortifications on a boundary line
3,000 miles long. Senators know what
the effect would be if we set the example
now of breaking agreements.

What would be the effect of the enact-
ment of this treaty breaking legislation
by the U.S. Congress? What would it
do to our chances of reaching an agree-
ment abroad? In effect, it would seri-
ously handicap or contribute to destroy-
ing the purpose and hope for success of
the President’s mission. ;

But my objection, Mr. President, is
deeper even than that. I am an Ameri-
can, and I believe in keeping faith. I
believe that our agreements or treaties
must be inviolate so far as we are con=
cerned.

What would such action—and I am re=
ferring to passing the bill—do to future
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negotiations for treaties, economic agree-
ments, or any other negotiations between
our country and other countries? Just
this: The confidence of the nations of
the world in our willingness to live up to
treaties and agreements would be seri-
ously undermined.

I hope each Senator will recognize the
significance of his position. I just hope
that the effect of his vote will reach back
into his constituency, because the effect
of voting for the bill would be, “I do not
give a tinker’s blank as to what our agree-
ment with Canada is. I do not believe
we have any business considering our
treaties with Canada.”

Such a vote might have serious effect
on some persons at the next election.

A suggestion was made this morning
by the distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois, when he was talking about the
voters in Chicago. Well, I have lefters
from Chicago; and if I had time, I could
tell something about the district’s ac-
tions and what the people think of the
district. I am not going into that, be-
cause that would be just another diver-
sion. That would be just following the
tactics of my distinguished associate
from Illinois, I am sticking to the point,
to the issues. It does not make any dif-
ference in that respect what the neglect
of the district has been, what it has been
accused of ; and I might say that the peo-
ple of Chicago, by an overwhelming vote,
want the district to clean up the mess,
the same as the Supreme Court has said
many times it was the function of the
district to do.

And if at this time we very clearly indi-
cate by an overwhelming vote that we
want the district to clean up the mess,
too, they will probably go ahead and do if.
But if we delay or if we have a close vote
which indicates that the Chicago bunch
in the House can keep on hayv an ex-
cuse for being reelected each time by
putting in these bills, then we will find
out something different. I am asking,
in the interest of international justice,
international integrity, international
dealings, that we keep faith.

I am also asking for order, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER,
Senate will be in order.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, un-
der rule XIX, I suggest that the Senator
from Wisconsin is out of order and
should take his seat.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is not even asking a question. I
object.

Mr, DOUGLAS. I understand the
Senator from Wisconsin referred to me
and my colleagues as ‘“the Chicago
bunch.” This is a violation of rule XIX,
I respectfully request the Chair to rule
upon my point of order, and, if my point
of order is well taken, that the Senator
from Wisconsin be requested to take his
seat.

Mr., WILEY. I do not yield for a
point of order, Mr. President.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
Senate Rule XIX, when a Senator re-
flects upon another State the Chair has
no discretion but to ask the Senator to
take his seat.
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Mr. WILEY. May I be heard, Mr.
President?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed upon the adoption
of a motion to that effect.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the Senator from Wisconsin
be permitted to proceed in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Washington. [Putting
the question.]

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr., President, re-
serving the right to object——

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin may proceed in
order.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, may I
suggest also that the point of order,
which I think the Recorp will show, is
not in accordance with reflection on a
State. My remarks related not to Il-
linois, but they related to the district.
I want to get that clear. I want to say,
if it were pertinent and if it were not
another diversion, I would produce evi-
dence right from the records; but I
make it plain that that is not my point.

I wish to say, I shall abide by the rule,

if I correctly understand it. Does it
relate to the State?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state his inquiry.

Mr. WILEY. I should like to know
whether the rule has application to a
city or to a district, or whether it re-
lates to a State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian
that any reflection upon a portion of a
State would be considered to be a reflec-

tion upon the State. :
Mr. WILEY. Does the Presiding Offi-
cer refer to any section?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any

reflection upon a portion of a State
would be considered as a reflection upon
the State.

Mr, WILEY. I will abide by the rule,
but I must call attention to the fact that
they are not all angels in Chieago.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr., President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin may proceed.
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield
to the Senator from Illinois? :

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I want to
pursue my presentation.

I think the last thing I spoke of was:
Thirdly, what would such action do to
future negotiations for peace treaties,
economiec agreements, or any other nego-
tiations between ourselves and other
countries? That is a very important
question, Mr. President. The confidence
of the nations of the world in America
must not be shaken by an action which
would result from this proposal before
the greatest deliberative body in the
world.

Look at the Senators. Confi=
dence must not be shaken,

Fourth, the enactment of legislation
to authorize treatybreaking would be a
tremendous boost—for what? It would
aid Communist propaganda. Can Sena-
tors not see that? Can Senators not see
what propaganda the Communists would
send throughout the country? They

Yes.
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would say, “America—America, which
poses to be so clean, which poses to have
such moral concepts, to never break its
word—ah, look at what it has done. It
has violated the treaty of 1909 and the
treaty of 1950, setting up in detail the
agreements.” y

The passage of the propsed legislation
would be a tremendous boost to the Com-
munist propaganda. Over and over we
have accused the Communists of failing
to live up to their agreements, of tear-
ing up treaties, of violating in every
possible way agreements which they have
made with other countries. Who did
that? We did that, on the floor
of the Senate. We have spoken out time
and time again. The Government of the
United States, speaking through its de-
partment, has called attention to that
fact.

Mr. President, we are asked to follow
in their footsteps. We are asked to fol-
low in the footsteps of the treaty break-
ers. Are we now to put ourselves in the
position of aiding the Communists? Are
we now to do that? Are we to be irre-
sponsible? Are we to destroy the in-
tegrity—yes, the dependability—of a na-
tion which, in the eyes of the world, now
deserves the utmost respect?

If this should happen—and I sin-
cerely hope it will not—Khrushchev
could laugh at us at future East-West ne-
gotiations. That would be a wonderful
reception for him when he comes to
America. There is not any question
about what he would put on the radio
and television.

Khrushchev would tell us, “You have
been posing as great international mor-
alists. You have been talking about
living up to agreements. You have been
accusing me. What about your obliga-
tions under the 1909 treaty and under the
1950 treaty? What about your obliga-
tions under the St. Lawrence Seaway
agreements, to maintain it intact?

Mr. President, the question of this
threat to our national dignity and in-
tegrity is really a serious one. I have
mentioned before how serious I think it
is. I am going torepeat it.

In this world of tremendous friction
and challenges, with possibilities of a ca-
tastrophic eruption, there is one thing
we have to establish, which is that when
America gives its word it keeps its word.
When the President speaks, as he has, to
Mr. Adenauer, and when he gives his
word, we are going to keep his word.
When the President speaks to the Prime
Minister of Britain, as he spoke last
night over the international television
broadcast, we are going to keep his word.
When the President goes to France, we
will do likewise.

I feel we are going to keep faith with
Canada. We are not going to permit
ourselves to be sabotaged into a lot of
weak thinking. Instead of being si-
phoned off up a blind alley, we are going
to keep our eyes on the prime issue,
which is that Canada and America have
to live together and to work together, as
they have in two wars fought together.
So we are going to keep faith.

Rarely, if ever, in our history has there
been such a concerted effort by a spe-
cial interest to “throw to the winds” the
traditional reputation for integrity, high
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standards of conduct, good faith and
conscientiousness which our country has
had down through its history, as it has
attempted to live up to its agreements.

I respect the proponents of this bill
as good Americans, I can only believe
that in this case their heads are under
the water. They are not seeing beyond
their local cause. They fail to realize
the dangers—the far-reaching dangers
inherent in this proposed legislation. I
sincerely hope that this phase of my
argument will have the effect of open-
ing up their eyes and getting them out
of this water which seems to embarrass
them as they present their viewpoint.

In the note there was brought out the
statement that every diversion of water
from the Great Lakes watershed at Chi-
cago inevitably decreases the volume of
water remaining in the basin for all
purposes.

We can get down now into some of
the facts relating to what we might call
the domestic issue, which of course
crosses with ‘the foreign relations issue
of our dealings with Canada. The Gov-
ernment of Canada, it was said, is ob=-
jecting to any action which will have
the effect of reducing the volume of
water in the Great Lakes.

In relation to the second ground, the
Supreme Court said in 266 U.S.:

With regard to the second ground, the
treaty of 1908 with Great Britain expressly
provides against uses affecting the natural
level or flow of boundary waters without
authority of the United States or the Do-
minion of Canada within their respective
jurisdictions and approval of the Interna-
tional Joint Commission agreed there.

The prominent word there is “uses.”
It provides against uses affecting the
natural flow of boundary waters with-
out the authority of the United States
or of the Dominion of Canada.

Let me say, confirming the statement
I have just made in relation to Can-
ada’s position, that diversion of water
from the Great Lakes watershed at Chi-
cago inevitably decreases the volume of
water remaining in the basin for all pur-
poses, let me say that the language I have
just quoted is also in substance the lan-
guage of a great American, Henry L,
Stimson, who in 1913 said:

In a word, every drop of water taken out
at Chicago necessarily tends to nullify costly
improvements made under direct authority
of Congress throughout the Great Lakes.
(Marquette Law Review, 155.)

That is pretty clear. I think Mr.
Stimson at that time was Secretary of
State; I am not so sure. He said, among
other things, that it would nullify ex-
penditures of an amount of money, mil-
lions of dollars, as well as inflict even
greater loss upon the navigation inter-
ests using such waters.

We will take now the provision that
has been asserted by U.S. jurists, that
article IIT of the treaty applies, that no
further diversion shall be made without
the approval of the International Joint
Commission.

Yesterday there was quite a discus=-
sion of that, and if we take article IIL
of the treaty we find that the state-
ments made yesterday were pertinent
and applicable. The court has said
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that if article IIT of the treaty applies,
then no further diversion shall be made
without the approval of the Interna-
tional Joint Commission. Is there any
provision in there indicating that the
proponents want to refer the question to
the Commission for approval? ILook at
the bill. Of course I am discussing the
first amendment.

The Niagara Treaty has been men-
tioned, and the specific inclusion of cer-
tain added waters in article IIT of the
treaty emphasizes the underlying as-
sumption that existing supplies will
continue unabated.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield for a question,
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator
from Wisconsin know and understand
that at present the International Joint
Commission is making an investigation,
upon the joint request of the Dominion
of Canada and the United States Gov-
ernment, about a proposed diversion of
water in the Columbia River Basin 700
miles north of our border?

Mr. WILEY. Yes, I have that infor-
mation. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Ohio for bringing it up at
this point, because it is very relevant. In
other words, if we were to break the
treaty we have, there is no question in
my mind that Canada would have justi-
fication for doing the very thing the
Senator mentions without approval of
the Commission, because we both agreed
that we would submit such matters to
the Commission. This is absolutely
what we might call a tangent effort, over
and above our agreements in that re-
gard, to get the Congress of the United
States to do the dirty work.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. WILEY. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it not a fact that
when Canada proposed to do some di-
verting of the headland waters of the
Columbia River basin, our Government
thought that the treaty of 1909 applied,
and that our Government said, in effect,
“Let’s not get into a dispute about this.
Call upon the duly constituted ma-
chinery, the International Joint Com-
mission, to hear the testimony and ren-
der a decision”?

Mr. WILEY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator again. His statement is
one of fact, a fact that I would have
covered, but it will not be necessary now,
because our Government and Canada
have “played ball” for 140 years. They
have never broken faith between each
other. This is the first instance where
anyone wants us to breach the faith by
legislative action.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. WILEY. For a question.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it not a fact that
when the Dominion of Canada submitted
to the International Joint Commission
the problem of the water use in the Co-
lumbia River Basin it in effect said, “We
entered into a solemn agreement with
you designating how. disputes shall be
settled, and we contemplate abiding by
that solemn agreement”?

September 2
Mr, WILEY. I again thank the Sena-

tor. In that he is stating a very im-
portant fact of our relations with our
great neighbor to the north. Through
the decades, as I have said, ours has been
a friendly relationship, based upon moral
responsibility and legal responsibility.

Mr, LAUSCHE, Will the Senator yield
for a further question, Mr. President?

Mr. WILEY. TUnder the conditions
heretofore stated.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And is it not a fact
that the Dominion of Canada in protest-
ing this contemplated increase of a
thousand cubic feet per second in the
diversion at Chicago has called upon us
to use the procedures set forth in the
1909 agreement to settle this misunder-
standing?

Mr, WILEY. I think the Senator is
correct. Again I state that it is pur-
suant to agreements between our two
Governments. There is the 1909 treaty.
Of course, that was a treaty with Great
Britain, and after Canada became a
Commonwealth she assumed the respon-
sibility. What is more, she has lived up
to everything in that treaty through the
years. She has kept the faith. That is
Canada, keeping the faith.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And is it not a fact
that if the pending bill shall be enacted
it will be the first time in our history,
at least with Canada, that we have bro=-
ken our word? .

Mr. WILEY. I would not say at least
with Canada. I should say that the
American doctrine is that a treaty can
only be abrogated by mutual consent of
the parties. That has been our policy,
and we have lived up to it.

Of course, when we found that we
were attacked, that of itself, in several
instances, made it necessary to abrogate
a treaty, but there is no instance I know
of where America, having entered into a
valid treaty in relation to any subject,
has broken faith. America has the
reputation throughout the world of being
a nation that keeps faith, that lives up
to its word; moreover, it is the great
helper of humanity. In the past 10 or
12 years we have spent some $60 billion
in seeking to resuscitate nations of the
world which were formerly our enemies.
If the Senator heard the President last
night, he knows that President Eisen-
hower and Mr. Macmillan agreed that
one of the big challenges was to con-
tinue to see to it that some 600 million
people or more living under submarginal
conditions are given a helping hand.
That is America. That is the Senator’s
country and my country. I will not be
a party to putting a black mark against
its name.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1Is it not a fact that
on the floor of the Senate, on the floor
of the House of Representatives, in the
columns of the writers of the Nation,
and in the words of commentators on
television and radio, the argument has
been repeatedly made that the word of
the Soviet Communists and of the Red
Chinese Communists cannot be depended
on, because of repeated violations of in-
ternational treaties? 4
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Mr. WILEY. That is a correct state-
ment. The same statement has been
made on the floor of the Senate, in the
press, and by those high in authority.
That is one of our present problems. The
President went to Europe with the idea
of consolidating the West, obtaining
unity of approach. He is doing one of
the great jobs of history. I take off my
hat to him. When Khrushchev comes
over here, I am satisfied that what Presi-
dent Eisenhower is accomplishing over
there will have an effect on Khrushchey.

But we recognize that while the Rus-
sian people—some 200 million of them—
are good people, the philosophy of Khru-
shchev and his crowd is not the same as
ours. They do not think as we do. They
have not the same moral responsibility.
As a consequence, when agreements are
made, we shall have to be wary. We
must keep our powder dry, our eyes open,
and our ability to take care of ourselves
intact.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

r. . I yield for a question.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it not a fact that
in the general approach of the Red
Soviets to responsibilities, and to what
we recognize as justice, they interpret
words and make their decisions on the
basis of what will best serve their cause?
In other words, everything that is help-
ful to Soviet Russia is right. All that
is neutral or harmful is wrong; and on
that basis they approach their responsi-
bilities.

Mr. WILEY. In reply to that state-
ment, let me say that I believe the com-
mon people of Russia have moral re-
sponsibility. This is not the first time
in the history of the world when great
bodies of people have been under the
influence and thumb of a few who have
precipitated great international catas-
trophies. History records the fact that
ambition is a tremendous force for evil.
We have seen it in the case of Hitler and
the Kaiser. In the development of the
history of the people of the world we
have seen how Britain, France, Spain,
and other nations have sensed, as they
thought, the need for world domination.
Before them came Greece and Rome, and
before them Egypt and other nations.

But the world is different now. If
such a process were to start again, by
intercontinental bombs and missiles we
could destroy the race. -

Second, the issue is so important and
conditions are so different that we learn
to keep faith with governments, either
through fear of what might happen if
faith were broken, or through an under-
standing of the divine principles of
brotherhood. In that way we can get
results.

We do not believe that the Kremlin
sees things as we do. It has done a stu-
pendous job for the Kremlin. With our
assistance their nanny goat was saved.
They have now precipitated revolution
all over the world, based upon several
factors, the first of which is the sub-
marginal living standard of many peo-
ples; second, a desire for political free-
dom. The leaders in the Kremlin have
given aid to revolutions, They are in-
dulging in that practice now. They are
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undoubtedly behind the Chinese attack
on Tibet. There is no question that in
Southeast Asia they are precipitating
the Communist drive.

All those things bring us to this con-
clusion: When we talk, words mean dif-
ferent things. If we were to talk about
moral responsibility to EKhrushchev, as
the Senator has suggested, he would not
understand what we were talking about.
His idea is based upon the lust for power,
for world domination—one world, under
the domination of him and his group.
That is his mission. It seems to me that
we should realize that we must not, by
our own acts, contribute toward making
him more effective on the world’s stage.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wisconsin yield to the
Senator from Ohio for a further ques-
tion?

Mr. WILEY. I am glad to yield pro-
vided I do not lose the floor,

Mr. LAUSCHE. In the opinion of the
Senator from Wisconsin, what would the
reaction of our American citizenry be if
there were brought pointedly to their
knowledge the fact that the U.S. Senate
is asked to violate a solemn promise and
agreement made by the United States
with the United Kingdom and with the
Dominion of Canada?

Mr. WILEY. I have great faith in the
moral responsibility of our people. I was
brought up in a Christian home. I am
sensitive of the fact that one of the things
that was taught was, “Never give your
word unless you can keep it.”

What is needed in the world is more
spiritual perception, so to speak—a com-
prehension of the verities of life. I am
satisfied that among the one-hundred-
seventy-odd-million Americans there is
the fundamental conclusion that if and
when the facts are known, they will
resent the enactment of such a proposal
as is before us. I am satisfied that they
are a people who keep the faith, espe-
cially when relationships between our
country and another country are in-
volved.

That is the strength of our Govern-
ment. That is what gives President
Eisenhower strength in Europe. The
people of Europe know America. They
know the history of America. They know
how we have kept faith during the dec-
ades and centuries,

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wish the Senator
would express his appraisal of what the
impact would be upon our youth if they
were told that the U.S. Senate, designedly
and with full knowledge of the facts, had
decided to break a solemn promise and
agreement which our Government had
made with the Dominion of Canada and
the United Kingdom.

Mr. WILEY. That is a very important
guestion, and one which has had my con-
sideration through the years in my own
life,. What is my impact upon youth, so
far as I may have a little influence? In
my humble opinion the effect of what
the Senator describes would be very
detrimental. Tam satisfied that it would
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give impetus to the “roughnecks” we read
about in New York, Chicago, and else-
where—people who break faith with
society, those who feel that they have
no obligation to be honest, those who feel
that theirs is to be a life of ruthlessness.

In my opinion, today we are debating
an issue which has consequences which
neither the Senator nor I can foresee.
We can simply conjecture. Yet we
know, that in the homes where the chil-
dren are taught Christian morality, to
keep faith, and to live decent lives, if and
when Khrushchev or others start their
propaganda, and the word goes out that
we are breaking faith with our best
friend, the effect will be very detrimental
to the stability of the youth of our
Nation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr, WILEY. Iyield,

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
please express his opinion on this state-
ment: No greater responsibility and serv-
ice rest with a government than, by its
conduct to its citizenry, to demonstrate
that it believes in the basic virtues of
life, and especially in the obligation to
keep one's word.

Mr. WILEY. Irespond by saying that
I am very grateful that the great State
of Ohio has sent its distinguished senior
Senator to the Senate. I have marveled
at his grasp of the spiritual verities. I
have heard him, in our little breakfast
group, discuss the fundamentals of life.
The Senator is making a great contribu-
tion to the thinking of America. I hope
his ideas will receive wide circulation.
The senior Senator from Ohio is discuss-
ing something so fundamental—so
fundamental—I repeat it the third time:
so fundamental—that we cannot ignore
that issue in this particular matter.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY. Let me conclude.
I will yield.

I am satisfied that the Senator from
Ohio has brought up in his interroga-
tions today things which will make it
possible for me not to have to carry on
a great deal longer, because I was going
into the moral issues, which the Senator
from Ohio grasped so fundamentally,
and which are involved in this very mat-
ter. They will have an impact upon not
only the youth of America but also upon
the older people of America.

I thank the Senator from Ohio. He
has done great work heretofore by ask-
ing questions, and he is doing a greater
work now in his questions because he is
bringing home to all of us a responsibility
which we must not overlook.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield. )

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the Christian boy-
hood of the senior Senator from Wis-
consin, to which he has alluded, did he
learn the Ten Commandments?

Mr. WILEY. I think I learned them.
Did the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator re-
member the Commandment: Thou shalt
not bear false witness? 1

Mr. WILEY. Yes. I have never seen
anyone who bore more false witness than

Then
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the Senator from Illinois in his argu-
ment. I have heard it; I have listened
to it. . ;

Now may I continue? Are there any
further questions from the distinguished
Senator from Ohio? §

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to ask
a further question.

* Mr. WILEY. I yield provided I do not
lose the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Has the Senator from
Wisconsin either read or heard the ar-
gument that Soviet Russia violated its
treaty with Poland, and stabbed Poland
in the back? That Soviet Russia vio-
lated its treaty with Germany, and en-
gaged in a war with Germany? That
Red China promised religious freedom to
the Tibetans and broke its word? That
Soviet Russia, in agreements made by
Stalin, Churchill, Roosevelt, and Tru-
man, promised that the citizens of the
captive nations—I think there are 17
of them—were to have the right, by bal-
lot, to determine the type of government
they wanted, and that that right of
ballot was denied?

Mr. WILEY. I am very familiar with
those matter, which have had our con-
sideration, and which have at least
opened the eyes of some of us to what
might be called the pervading philosophy
of the Kremlin. It will be realized, of
course, that when those treaties were
broken, much suffering was caused. It
is all a part of the push, so to speak, in
which the Kremlin is engaged for world
domination. If they cannot do it by
their own effort, they will get some of
their stooges to go ahead and do the
job.

The Senator from Ohio refers to the
fact that the Soviet Government broke
its word, its agreements, and its treaties.
That is what they want us to do in this
instance.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. Iread from the Niagara
Treaty of 1950:

The specific inclusion of certain added
waters in article III of the treaty empha-
sizes the underlying assumption that exist-
ing supplies of water will continue unabated.

‘Who said that? In the first place, our
Court has said it, in substance. In the
next place, the Government of Canada
has said it. The assumption is that the
water supply will remain unabated. Is
the taking of another 1,000 feet on top
of the 3,300 feet something which was
settled by a judement of the Court? Not
by Congress, but by the Court? Sub-
sequent applications have been made,
To whom? They tried the Court; they
have not tried Congress. Have we not
enough to do without settling this dif-
ference? Or will we go ahead and be-
come embroiled, session after session, in
this matter?

I suggest that the U.S. Senate, in no
unmistakable terms, settle the matter by
voting so overwhelmingly that the pro-
ponents of the bill will not expect to
come back next year again with it.

In addition to these provisions, there is a
further agreement of far-reaching impor-
tance. Power development in the Provinces
of Ontario and Quebec is predicated upon
agreed criteria for regulations of the flow of
the St. Lawrence River.
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We have agreed with Canada to
maintain the flow of the St. Lawrence
River so as to provide for power develop-
ment. .

The order of approval of the International
Joint Commission of October 28, 1852, as
supplemented on July 2, 1956, and accepted
by both our governments, forms the basis
for the construction and operation of the
hydroelectric power installations in the
international section of the St. Lawrence
River.

Some of us have seen that develop-
ment. Some of us have had a little to do
with it. Some of us do not want that
international development damaged. I
repeat:

The order of approval of the International
Joint Commission of October 29, 1952, as
supplemented on July 2, 1956, and accepted
by both our governments—

Let us get back again to 1956—
accepted by both our governments, forms
the basis for the construction and operation
of the hydroelectric power installations in
the international section of the St. Lawrence
River.

Mr. President, in that area Canada
and the United States are, together,
building great powerplants from which
power is being distributed; and in all
that great undertaking, the two countries
are playing ball together.

But now some want to have that fine
relationship broken.

Mr. President, the criterion of the or-
der of 1956 and the order of approval as-
sumes a continuous diversion out of the
Great Lakes Basin limited to 3,100 or
3,200 cubic feet of water a second. But
now Chicago wants to be allowed to di-
vert an additional 1,000 cubic feet of wa-
ter a second.

Mr. President, it is stated by the high-
est authority that the agreement pro-
vided for limiting the diversion at Chi-
cago to the present 3,100 or 3,200 cubic
feet of water a second; and Chicago knew
that.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield for a ques-
tion in regard to the point he is mak-
ing?

Mr. WILEY. I yield for a question,
without losing my right to the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the Senator from
Wisconsin familiar with the statement
beginning on page 575 of the book on in-
ternationel law, written by Charles C.
Hyde, formerly Legal Adviser for the De-
partment of State, and a longtime pro-
fessor of international law at Columbia
University, and presently considered the
most eminent authority on international
law in the last half century; and I ask
the Senator from Wisconsin to comment
on the statement, which deals with the
proposed Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Wa-
terway:

Sec. 184A. Proposed Great Lakes-St. Law-
rence Deep Waterway: Recognizing that the
construction of a deep waterway, not less
than 27 feet in depth, for navigation from
the interior of the continent of North Ameri-
ca, through the Great Lakes and the St. Law-
rence River to the sea, with the development
of waterpower incidental thereto, would re-
sult in marked and enduring benefits to the
agricultural, manufacturing and commercial
interests of both countries; and recognizing
also the desirability of effecting a permanent
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settlement of the ‘questions raised hy the
diversion of waters from or into the Great
Lakes system, the United States and Canada
signed at Washington, July 18, 1932, the so-
called Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Water-
way Treaty. The plan, which contemplated
regulated diversions, was one which, never-
theless, subordinated the appropriations ef
water to the maintenance of desired levels of
the Great Lakes system. Not only was there
elaborate provision for the construction of
appropriate works by both contracting par-
ties, but there were also specific limitations
imposed touching the amounts and the pur-
poses of appropriations of water in specified
sectlons of the area involved. Thus there
were arrangements for the utilization of
water for the production of power on either
side of the international boundary in what
was described as the International Rapids
Section. Careful arrangement was made for
the preservation of the levels of the Great
Lakes System. Accordingly, it was provided
that the diversion of water through the Chi-
cago Drainage Canal—

And I call special attention to the
following—
should conform to the gquantity provided
under the decree of the Supreme Court of
the United States of April 21, 1930; and also
that in the event that the American Govern-
ment should propose, in order to meet an
emergency, an increase in the permitted di-
version, to which the Canadian Government
took exception, the matter should be sub-
mitted for final decision to an arbitral tri-
bunal, which should be empowered to au-
thorize, for such time and to such extent as
was necessary to meet the emergency, an in-
crease in the diversion of water beyond the
limits of the decree of the Supreme Court,
and to stipulate such compensatory provi=
slons as 1t might deem just and equitable.

And is the Senator from Wisconsin
also familiar with the fact that in the
negotiations which went on and in the
agreement which finally was made,; it
was specifically stipulated that the di-
version at Chicago would be fixed at the
level established by the Court in its 1930
decree?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I wish to
thank the distinguished Senator from
Ohio for reading that very fine passage.
As he will recall, he and I were in the
same office when we looked at the book
from which the Senator from Ohio has
been reading. He will also remember
that earlier today I referred to the fact
that the 1930 agreement settled that
matter. But now we find that some seek
to abrogate that agreement, and seek to
do so by unilateral action.

I must also say that the 1956 decision
of the International Joint Commission,
which is accepted by both Governments,
forms the basis of the operation of the
works in the international section of the
St. Lawrence River; and, in that con-
nection, recognition has been given to
the terms of the previous stipulation in
regard to the removal of 3,100 cubic feet
of water a second.

Mr. LAUSCHE., Mr. President, is the
Senator from Wisconsin also aware that
the author of this book, who is one of the
most distinguished writers on this sub-
ject in the last half century, also wrote
the following:

It was also provided that no diversion of
water, other than the foregoing, from the
Great Lakes system, or from the interna-
tional section to another watershed should
thereafter be made, except by authorization
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of the International Joint Commission es=
tablished pursuant to the Boundary Waters
Treaty of January 11, 1909 (on which the
United States and Canada had equal repre-
sentation).

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, again I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Ohio. As I have said, I am proud to
know him. He is making a great con-
tribution to our consideration of this
matter—as he does in connection with
every matter on which he speaks, be-
cause he has such a fine mind and he
has learned so very much in the univer-
sity of hard knocks.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
Wisconsin yield for another question?

Mr. WILEY. I yield for a question,
without losing the floor.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Is it not a fact that
throughout the entire history of our
country, as regards her relationships
with Canada, our country has entered
into agreements which have fixed her
rights and responsibilities, and there has
never been an instance in which our
Government has created a situation
which has caused the Government of
Canada to protest an action contem-
plated by our Government, until the
making of the present attempt?

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. Since
1812 or 1814, we have never had any
difference or difficulty with Canda; and
even in 1812 and 1814, the difference our
country had was with Britain.

But the point we make is that, through
the years, Canada and the United States
have set an outstanding example of the
highest morality in international rela-
tionships. They have kept the faith;
they have kept the agreements they have
made with each other. The result is
that today there are no battle wagons
on the Great Lakes, and there are no
fortifications on that 3,000-mile border—
as was referred to so eloguently, on
yvesterday, by the President of the United
States.

Mr. President, we must keep our rela-
tionships with Canada that way. We
must maintain the great confidence
which the peoples of the two countries
have in each other. We must make sure
that those fine relationships continue.
If we do not, well, we are simply stirring
up something that our children and our
children’s children will have to deal
with. I am not going to be a party to
that kind of action.

Now, I want to continue,

Navigation and commercial interests
depend upon maintenance of the water
level as the basis upon which channel
enlargement has been designed, in order
that vessels of deeper draft may proceed
with full draft to and from the ports of
the upper Great Lakes.

That goes to the question of, What are
we going to do? Are we going to deprive
ourselves of our inheritance? We, of
the Middle West, feel that the great
fourth seacoast which has been built by
this country and Canada is to be main-
tained by us, and not dissipated by any
action, one way or another.

The construction of the St. Lawrence
Seaway, in legislation between the two
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countries, in several exchanges of notes
concerning the construction and opera-
tion of the seaway, is all based upon the
assumption and understanding that
there will not be unilateral action repug-
nant to the purposes of the legislation.

Withdrawal of water from the Great
Lakes Basin would materially affect op=
eration of the St. Lawrence Seaway.
Who said that? Well, the Prime Minis-
ter of Canada said that. Is he the only
one? No; the Supreme Court said that
in 1925, in 266 United States 405.

I might quote further what the Court
said with regard to the treaty of 1909:

[The treaty] expressly provides agalnst
uses affecting the natural level or flow of
boundary waters without authority of the
United States or the Dominion of Canada,

It was our Supreme Court who said
that. As I said before, the distinguished
district representatives have time and
again applied to the Court for relief; but
now they want the Congress of the
United States to take action, though the
matter is pending in the Supreme Court
and the Supreme Court has appointed a
master.

Mr. Pregident, I want to set something
right. In the course of the debate, a
statement was made to the effect that
Secretary of State Root had made a
statement that the treaty of 1909 was
not intended to cover Lake Michigan as
a boundary water; that he (Root) said
that the treaty provided for prenaviga-
tion of both countries in Lake Michigan
as long as the treaty remained in force.
This is away back about 1910. However,
the boundary waters treaty and its ap-
plication to Chicago came to the atten-
tion of the Supreme Court in a suit filed
by the Federal Government—let us un-
derstand that, filed by your Government
and mine, Mr. President—against the
Sanitary District of Chicago, wherein the
United States sought to enjoin the di-
version of the waters of Lake Michigan
in excess at that time of 4,167 cubic feet
per second authorized by the Secretary
of War.

Well, the Court said—=266 United
States 405—with regard to this ground
that “the treaty of 1909 with Great
Britain expressly provides against uses
affecting the natural level or flow of
boundary waters without authority of
the United States or the Dominion of
Canada within their respective jurisdic-
tions and approval of the International
Joint Commission thereon.”

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point for a
question?

Mr. WILEY. Yes; without my losing
the right to the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator to quote what the
Supreme Court said?

Mr. WILEY. That is right. I quoted
what the Supreme Court said.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
yield for a further question?

Mr, WILEY. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did the Supreme
Court say that under the treaty no diver-
sion could be made increasing the flow
to above what it was determined it
should be in the 1930 decision?

17695

Mr. WILEY. No; this is a 1925 case.
The 1930 case reiterated the position the
Senator is asking about.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
yield for a further question?

Mr. WILEY. Yes; without yielding
the floor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
please read again what the Supreme
Court said concerning the manner in
which consent had to be obtained to
authorize a diversion?

Mr. WILEY. I shall have to read the
language I have here, which I think in
part answers the question. I would have
to have the case in front of me. If I
were arguing in court, I would have that
volume. I am presenting what I think
is the important issue, because it is
raised by the opposition here, which is
the statement by Secretary Root. The
Supreme Court has time and time again
set aside that point, even on the appli-
cation of Chicago. It has granted Chi-
cago relief in its application for addi-
tional water at times when conditions
got so bad that Chicago needed it. But
the Supreme Court also said to Chicago,
time and time again, “Clean up your
mess. Go to it. Build up sanitary
works. Do not defer any longer.”

I shall quote one of the decisions later,
not today, because I understand the
Senator from Ohio wants to take the
floor, and I shall be very happy to let
a better man talk.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. WILEY, I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE, If the Senator asks
me whether I want him to yield the
floor in favor of me, does he know my
answer will be to let the Senator from
Wisconsin keep on talking?

Mr, WILEY., Again I feel compli-
mented. Let me again say that the
Court used the language that I have
suggested, but Secretary of War Stim-
son in 1913—and this is part of the
answer the Senator wants—expressed
the opinion that the boundary waters
treaty of 1909 did not sanction the Chi-
cago diversion and that such questions
should, in accordance with the terms of
the treaty, be placed before the Inter-
national Joint Commission.

I want to repeat that the proponents
threw the matter about Secretary Root
in the debate simply to confuse the issue.
Ever since his expression, the Court has
taken jurisdiction, first, on the applica-
tion of the Federal Government; second,
on the application of the district; third,
on the application of the various States
that received a raw deal in this matter,
So the Court has jurisdiction.

What was the issue? Should more
water be diverted? Then it was that in
1930 the Supreme Court said, “This set-
tles it. We will permit a diversion up
to 3,200 cubic feet per second.” The
Court permitted it because of conditions
and because the district had not built
up its works, which the district had been
told previously by the Supreme Court to
do. Because the district had not built
up sanitary works, the Supreme Court
permitted it to have an additional
amount, and moderated it so that by a
certain time—I think it was in 1939—
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the amount had to be brought t0 3,100 or
3,200 cubic feet.

Those are the facts. Now they are ap-
plying again. So the point raised has
gone out the window at least a dozen
times.

Today, the diversion of waters of the
Great Lakes-St: Lawrence system
through the Chicago drainage canal is
governed by the Supreme Court decision
of April 21, 1930, and averages 1,500
cubic feet per second plus domestic
pumpage of 1,700 cubic feet per second,
or a total of 3,200 cubic feet per second.
That is the situation as it is. But we
have to remember that the Supreme
Court has maintained jurisdiction. The
Supreme Court has jurisdiction. It ap-
pointed a special master recently, which
shows its jurisdiction. In spite of that,
the Illinois drainage district wants the
Senate of the United States to take over.
One point I want to emphasize is that
since the day on which the bill was origi~
nally referred, new and highly signifi-
cant evidence of Canada’s objection has
been presented to the United States. I
want to repeat that. Since the bill was
presented Canada has come forth twice,
emphatically stating its position. The
appropriate forum for the analysis and
evaluation of the bases for the objections
is the Committee on Foreign Relations.
Our relations with our good neighbor to
the north have come a long way since
our own Northwest rang with cries of
“fifty-four forty or fight.” Through
long years of working patienfly toward
peaceful solution of mutual problems,
the United States and Canada have be-
come cotrustees of the natural resources
of the North American Continent, and
cotrustees, to a large extent, of the peace
of the world. If we create differences,
what will be done by some of these Com-
munists who are reaching out, in all di-
rections, to take over? What will be the
effect on our relations with South Amer-
ica, to say nothing of the effect on the
rest of the world? We are the cotrus-
tees of the peace of the world. If we
break faith, we may set an' example
which may interfere with that cotrus-
teeship.

Are we to throw away these long years
of cooperation and turn a deaf ear to
our cotrustee when she voices grave
doubts about the legality of a unilateral
move we are planning? Or are we going
to study those objections and weigh
those doubts and make our decision only
after a thorough evaluation of the issues?
These international issues have not been
thoroughly examined yet.

These issues are numerous. They are
complex. They should be explored and
evaluated during the course of the de-
bate on the floor of the Senate, but they
should also be examined in the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

The Canadian objections to this bill
should be given careful analysis in the
Committee on Foreign Relations so that
they may be there distilled by the mem-
bers of this body whose function is to
consider all matters pertaining to rela-
tions of the United States with foreign
nations.

- Mr, President, I repeat, when the bill
came from the House and was sent to
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on Foreign Relations—the committee
received a note from the Secretary of
State setting forth what I have talked

-about today. The committee received a

copy of the Canadian note. But it re-
ceived more than that. The committee
received evidence from the Canadian
congressional record, if we want to call
it that. After the committee had re-
ported the fact to the Senate, again the
Canadian Government sent its note of
August 21, in which it reiterated its ob-
jection and in which it said, among
other things, that “the Government of
Canada explicitly reaffirms the position
set forth at length in the above-men-
tioned note.”

The Canadian Ambassador said, in no
uncertain terms.

In the view of my Government any addi-
tional diversion of water out of the Great
Lakes watershed would be inconsistent with
existing agreements and arrangements which
together constitute an agreed regime with
respect to these waters.

The Ambassador said:
The proposed unilateral derogation—

Those are awfully good words, “uni-
lateral derogation”—or kicking Canada
in the teeth—

from the existing regime therefore occasions
serious concern in Canada,

Mr. President, I shall yield the floor in
a few moments. I shall engage in this
battle until it terminates. I shall have
much more to say later on.

At this time I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I yield to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee to ob-
serve 'the time. Is it now not after
2:30?

Mr. GORE. That is right; yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
the Senate convened this morning at 10
o'clock?

Mr. GORE. That is true.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator
from Tennessee be surprised to learn
that this is the first quorum call the
Senate has had today?

Mr. GORE. I should not be surprised,
because I have been listening.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator
not agree that it is customary, when it is
desired on the part of opponents of a
bill to delay, to engage in dilatory tac-
tics, to frequently suggest the absence
of a quorum? Is that not true?

Mr. GORE. Well, it is true in some
cases. It would not necessarily be true
in all.

I do not understand the purpose of
this catechism. I rose to address the
Senate on another subject.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen=-
ator from Tennessee for yielding to per-
mit the Senator from Wisconsin to make
this point., Will the Senator yield just
a little further?

Mr, GORE. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Isitnottrue that if
the opponents of the pending bill desired
to delay a vote on the bill, rather than
discuss its merits, they could with very
little effort have suggested frequently the
absence of a quorum, rather than engage,
at substantial effort to themselves, in
stating as fully as they could their posi-
tion on the bill for the enlightenment
of the Senate?

Mr. GORE. I agree that a number of
parliamentary maneuvers are available
to those who wish to use them for dila-
tory purposes or otherwise. 1 have not
noticed any such parliamentary maneu-
vers today.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask the Senator
to yield for a concluding question.

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
the opponents of H.R. 1 have made abso-
lutely no use whatsoever of the quorum
call as a dilatory measure to prevent
a vote today?

Mr.GORE. If so, I amnot aware of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, is it
not also true that live quorum calls were
demanded on three or four oceasions in
previous days? Is it not also true that
there have been no quorum calls today
because these very able filibusters would
be taken off their feet, so that what they
are parading as a virtue has really been
a parliamentary device, and is not this a
further tribute to the astuteness of the
incipient great filibuster here, the junior
Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I hold the
senior Senator from Illincis and the
junior Senator from Wisconsin in the
highest esteem and in a state of warm
personal affection. However, I had no
intention of stepping into this matter.
I wish to address the Senate upon a very
serious subject.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills of
the Senate, severally with an amend-
ment, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate:

8.6. An act to provide for the conveyance
of certain real property of the United States
to Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons;

S.464. An act for the relief of Julia
Mydlak;

S5.640. An act for the relief of Annibale
Giovanni Pellegrini;

S.690. An act to provide for the increased
use of agricultural products for industrial
purposes;

B.977. An act for the rellef of Nassibeh
Mildred Milkie;

5.1171. An act for the relief of Katharina
Hoeger;

8. 1627. An act for the relief of Mrs. Paula
Deml;

S.1837. An act for the relief of Marguerite
Fueller; and

8.2162. An act to provide a health benefits
program for Government employees.
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- The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.1516. An act for the relief of Juan D.
Quintos, Jaime Hernandez, Delfin Buenca-
mino, Soledad Gomez, Nieves G. Argonza,
Felididdad G. Sarayba, Carmen Vda de
Gomez, Perfecta B. Quintos, and Bienvenida
San Augustin;

H.R. 1593. An act for the relief of Melvin
H. Baker and Frances V. Baker;

H.R.1607. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Anne Morgan;

H.R. 1639. An act for the rellef of Patrick
Muldoon;

H.R.2164. An act to reduce the cabaret tax
from 20 to 10 percent;

H.R.2310. An act for the relief of Hoo W.
Yuey;

HR.25682. An act for the relief of the
Worthington Oil Refiners, Inc.;

H.R. 2707. An act for the relief of Gustav
K. Broecker;

H.R.3115. An act for the relief of Doris A.
Reese;

HR.3524, An act for the relief of Sister
Carolina (Antonietta Vallo), Sister Noeml
(Francesca Carbone), Sister Marta (Sabine
Guglielmi), Sister Rafaella (Angela Sicolo),
Sister Maria Annunziata (Teresa Carbone),
and Sister Marla (Carolina Nutricati);

H.R.3781. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Anna Loftis;

HR.3782. An act for the relief of the
estate of Willard Phillips;

H.R. 4826. An act for the relief of Arthur
E. Collins;

H.R. 5160. An act for the relief of Willlam
Joseph Vincent;

H.R. 6023. An act for the relief of William
J. Ealser;

H.R.6081. An act for the relief of M. Sgt.
Emery C. Jones;

H.R. 6136. An act to authorize the sale of
certain tribal land of the Lac du Flambeau
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians,
Wisconsin;

HR.6402. An act for the relief of Victor
Stiglic;

H.R.6449. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Virginia Miles;

H.R.6720. An act for the relief of Andrew
Choa;

HR.6809. An act for the relief of Lt.
(jg.) James W. Little;

HR.6948. An act for the relief of Miss
Marion A. Cramer;

H.R.T116. An act for the relief of George
W. Gibson;

H.R.7256. An act for the relief of Miss
Remedios Villanueva;

H.R. 7365. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Nell C. Player;

HR.7379. An act to amend the act of
July 27, 1956, with respect to the detention
of mail for temporary periods in the public
interest, and for other purposes;

H.R.7447. An act for the relief of Paul
Levitt;

HR. 7476. An act to extend for 2 addi-
tional years the authority of the Surgeon
General of the Public Health Service with
respect to air pollution control;

- HR.7640. An act for the relief of James F.
.Conroy;

HR.7889. An act to require marketing
quotas for rice when the total supply exceeds
the normal supply;

HR.B8042, An act to authorize the Secre=-
tary of Commerce to resell four Cl-SAY-1
type vessels to the Government of the Re-
public of China for use in Chinese trade in
Far East and Near East waters exclusively;

H.R. 8217. An act for the rellef of Orville J.
Henke;

H.R, 8251. An act for the relief of Tatsumi
Alisaka and others;

H.R.8312. An act for the rellef of Arthur
C. Berry and others;
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H.R.8437. An act to provide for the rein-
statement and validation of United States
oll and gas lease BLM 028500; and

H.R. 8663. An act for the relief of Ameri-
can President Lines, Ltd., Nitto Shosen Co.,
Ltd., and Koninklijke Java-China-Paket=
vaart Lijnen N.V. (Royal Interocean Lines).

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED
ON CALENDAR

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, or
placed on the calendar, as indicated:

HR.1516. An act for the relief of Juan D.
Quintos, Jamie Hernandez, Delfin Buen-
camino, Soledad Gomez, Nieves G. Argonza,

Felididad G. Sarayba, Carmen Vda de Gomez,

Perfecta B. Quintos, and Bivenvenida San
Augustin;

H.R.1583. An act for the relief of Melvin
H. Baker and Frances V. Baker;

H.R.1607. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Anne Morgan;

H.R.1639. An act for the rellef of Patrick
Muldoon; )

H.R. 2310. An act for the relief of Hoo W.
Yuey;

HR.2582. An act for the relief of the
Worthington Oil Refiners, Inc.;

H.R. 2707. An act for the rellef of Gustav
K. Broecker;

HR.3115. An act for the relief of Doris A.
Reese;

H.R.3524. An act for the rellef of Sister
Carolina  (Antonietta Vallo), Sister Noemi
(Francesca Carbone), Sister Marta (Sabine
Guglielmi), Sister Rafaella (Angela Sicolo),
Sister Maria Annunziata (Teresa Carbone),
and Sister Maria (Carolina Nutricati);

H.R.3781. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Anna Loftis;

H.R.3782. An act for the relief of the estate
of Willard Phillips;

H.R. 4826, An act for the relief of Arthur
E. Collins; -

H.R.5160. An act for the relief of William
Joseph Vincent; :

HR. 6023. An act for the relief of William
J. Eaiser; .

H.R. 6081, An act for the rellef of M. Sgt.
Emery C. Jones;

HR. 6402, An act for the rellef of Victor
Stiglic;

H.R.6449. An act for the relief of Mrs. Vir-
ginia Miles;

H.R. 6720. An act for the relief of Andrew
Choa;

H.R.6809. An act for the relief of Lt.
(jg.) James W, Little;

H.R.6948. An act for the relief of Miss
Marion A. Cramer;

H.R.'T7116. An act for the rellef of George
W. Gibson;

H.R.72566. An act for the relief of Miss
Remedios Villanueya;

H.R. 7365. An act for the relief of Mrs. Nell
C. Player;

H.R.T447. An act for the relief of Paul
Levitt;

H.R.7640. An act for the relief of James
F. Conroy;

H.R. 8B217. An act for the relief of Orville
J. Henke;

H.R. 8251. An act for the relief of Tatsumi
Ajisaka and others;

H.R.8312. An act for the relief of Arthur
C. Berry and others; and

H.R. 8653. An act for the relief of Amer-
ican President Lines, Ltd., Nitto Shosen Co.,
Ltd.,, and Koninklijke Java-China-Paket-
vaart Lijnen N.V. (Royal Interocean Lines);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.2164. An act to reduce the cabaret tax
from 20 to 10 percent; to the Committee on
Pinance.

H.R.6136. An act to authorize the sale of
certain tribal land of the Lac du Flanrbeau
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians,
Wisconsin; and
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H.R. 8437. An act to provide for the rein-
statement and valldation of U.S. oil and gas
lease BLM O28500; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R.7379. An act to amend the act of July
27, 1956, with respect to the detention of
mail for temporary periods in the public in-
terests, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.7476. An act to extend for 2 addi-
tional years the authority of the Surgeon
General of the Public Health Service with
respect to air pollution control; placed on
the calendar.

H.R.7889. An act to require marketing
quotas for rice when the total supply ex-
ceeds the normal supply; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

H.R.8042. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to resell four C1-SAY-1
type vessels to the Government of the Re-
public of China for use in Chinese trade in
Far East and Near East waters exclusively;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

INTEREST RATES ON GOVERNMENT
BONDS

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, yesterday
39 issues of U.S. Government bonds sold
at alltime total lows.

Mr. President, there was a state of
alarm in many financial circles yester-
day. There is a state of uneasiness pre-
vailing throughout our country.

While some pretend that all of this is
a happenstance, while some pretend that
the Government has no policy which
brings this about, while some contend
that this is a mere accident, I find that
this rise in the prime interest rate which
was put into effect yesterday was forecast
in an article in the Evening Star of last
June 12, and for those who contend that
the action of the Government has no
bearing upon the interest-rate structure
of the country, I suggest that they read
this article. It was written by Donald
B. Hadley.

Mr. Hadley conducted an interview
with the banks of the city of Washing-
ton. I should like to read his article.
It is worth, in my opinion, the attention
of the Senate.

This is under date of June 12, just
about the same time, Mr. President, that
officials of our Government were under-
taking to lead the public to believe that
the action of the Federal Reserve System
in raising the rediscount rate, which it
had just done, would not result in in-
creased interest rates throughout our
country.

I should like to read the article, which
is as follows:

Washington bank borrowers are begin-
ning to feel the effects of the latest in-
crease in Federal Reserve System rediscount
rates and the prime rate of New York banks,

Rates on renewals and new loans have
been raised in the last 2 weeks by most
Washington banks and the result has been
a certain amount of shopping around by
borrowers for the hest possible terms.

Extent of the increases are difficult to de-
termine, but for all but the smallest loans
they have amounted to around half of a per-

centage point. Many who have pald 54 per-
cent must now pay 6 percent. The smallest

loans will be affected little, especially where

maximum rates already are being charged.
D.C. BANKS LENT UP

While customers shopped around, their

activities were somewhat limited by the
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fact that Washington banks In general are
just about lent up and there is not much
rush to lend more money. A number of in-
stitutions would have to borrow from the
Federal Reserve on rising rates or sell bonds
and they do not desire to do this.

Another reason the bankers are not in-
terested in competing for loans is that New
York bankers are predicting a further rise
4n the prime rate before the end of the
year. Commonly mentioned in the predic-
tions is a 5 percent rate.

Self-protection requires bankers to keep
in line with competitive rates in times of
credit stringency, one banking leader pointed
out today.

“Some of our customers may think we
raise rates to make more money, but we
keep our ears to the ground and our rates
in line with our competitors so as to avold
being swamped with demands for loans,”
he sald.

“Word gets around fast if one bank does
‘not go along with higher rates and terrific
pressure builds up for loans, some of it
from depositors and businessmen who have
been associated with the bank. It might
make it impossible to serve our regular
customers properly.”

BANKERS MUST PAY MORE

The Federal Reserve Banks' rediscount
rates, the interest which banks must pay if
they have to borrow funds for relending
purposes, were raised to 8}4 percent recently.

New York City banks raised the prime
rate on bank loans to 414 percent from 4 per-
cent and banks all over the country follow
this lead because the largest supply of lend-
able money is there.

Mr. President, I invite attention fo
the fact that this article was written
on June 12. This prediction came true
yvesterday. It was clearly understood
that it would come true. In fact, but
for some speeches on the floor of the
1U.S. Senate; according to an article in
the Wall Street Journai, the New York
banks would have put this interest-rate
increase in effect sooner. Let me read
from an article in the Wall Street Jour-
nal of yesterday. It was printed before
the rate went into effect. It states that
the banks had contemplated raising con-
sumer loan rates earlier during the sum-
mer, but “held off when President Eisen-
hower’s proposal to remove the 4% -per-
cent ceiling on longer term Govern-
ment bonds stirred protests in Congress
against higher interest rates generally.”

They delayed a while because there
were protests in Congress about rising
interest rates. But the Congress is about
to adjourn, so they proceed to put this
inecrease into effect.

I express the view that had Congress
approved the request of the adminis-
tration to give the approval of the U.S.
Congress to the high-interest-rate policy,
the prime rate would now be even greater
than 5 percent.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The able Senator
from Tennessee spoke before the Senate
many, many times about the gradual
drop in the prices of Government bonds.
Yesterday, according to the morning
newspapers, certain Government bonds
dropped half a point, or sixteen thirty-
seconds, on the market.

I invite the Senator’s attention to this
fact only because there was an article
in one of the newspapers to the effect
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that President Eisenhower, before taking
off for Europe, sent a special message to
the Senate and House, and said, in ef-
fect, “Give Secretary of the Treasury
Anbderson the power he needs to do his
jo .u

He wants to raise the ceiling on E-
bonds. Why should a person buy an E-
bond when he can buy a 2%-percent
bonds of 1961 which yields 4.92%? The
quotation in this morning’s Washing-
ton Post shows that 2'%2-percent bonds
of 1961 were quoted yesterday at 94.28
bid and 95 asked. The column in the
Post which shows the yield indicates
that the yield on that type of bond is
492%. If a man wants a 2-year invest-
ment, he can buy that bond and get
nearly 5 percent. If he wants a 4-year
investment, he can buy a 2%5-percent
bond of 1963, which, according to the
morning newspaper, yields 4.77%, and
nearly 8% points in capital gains, which
is a very low rate of taxation.

If a man wants a 6-year investment,
he can buy a 25%-percent bond of 1965
for 89.24, with a yield of 4.76%.

Does not that point up what the Sen-
ator from Tennessee was calling atten-
tion to all last spring and the year be-
fore, that the tight money policy was
driving down the value of securities
which had been bought by working peo-
ple on payroll collection plans, with the
guarantee of the United States behind
them?

Mr. GORE. I think it does, and I
think the figures the able Senator has
cited demonstrate that while this policy
may be a bonanza to a few people, it
spells economic harm or disaster to
many people,

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The article states
that the Congress has given the “ho-
hum” to the request to do something
about the rate on E-bonds. Is it not a
pretty good thing to call attention to
the fact that when people buy E-bonds,
they can go into the market and buy
much higher yielding bonds without
difficulty?

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Congress has
been trying to say to people, “Save your
money.” Buf they are not so happy
when they find themselves in a situation
in which, having saved their money and
bought bonds, the bonds which they
bought for $100 have dropped to $89. I
think it is a very bad thing for people
who have bought such bonds, as well as
for the credit of the United States, to
have them drop to extremely low points.

Mr., GORE. I should like fo inquire
of the Senator if it is not a matter of
his personal knowledge that many small
banks in the United States would be
bankrupt today if they listed their Gov-
ernment bond portfolios at market
prices?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would never say
that a bank could be bankrupt; but I
will put it this way: I believe that many
banks across the United States would
have to substantially reduce the
amounts they carried in their surplus
accounts if they put their Government
bonds in at what they are worth.
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One day I came across the statement
‘of one particular bank which had a few
million dollars in eapital surplus, but a
$1 million loss in its Treasury bond ac-
count. That is not a permanent loss,
perhaps, but it is a pretty serious loss.

Mr. GORE. If a bank sustained a loss
on its Government bond portfolio
greater than its net assets, would it not
be bankrupt, whether we wish fo use
that term or not?

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know of a
bank that has sustained a loss greater
than its capital structure, because I am
sure the Government would be reguired
to do something. Banks are allowed to
carry the figures representing capital
surplus on their letterheads and win-
dows, and in announcements to the pub-
lie.

The fact is that the Government bond
list has gone down so much that it pre-
sents a very serious problem to the
banks.

Mr. GORE. Is it not true that the
Government, the FDIC, and the bank
examiners, permit banks to list their
holdings of Government bonds at par
value, instead of market value?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, GORE. 1yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I have sought
verification of that, and of what hap-
pened to the banks which have substan-
tial amounts of long-term Government
obligations. I was advised by the FDIC
that it is the standard policy, backed up
by the law, that the banks can account
for such bonds in their reserves at either
their par value, which would be 100 cents
on the dollar, or at market value.

Thus, as I understand from the FDIC,
they can take a writeoff of capital losses,
and if they are in a highly profitable
position they enjoy a certain tax ad-
vantage by being able to write down
these bonds.

Second, a small bank, which may have
a large portfolio of long-term Govern=
ment bonds in its reserves, is subject to
criticism by the examiner if the portfolio
is not sufficiently balanced by short-
term Government bonds. Thus the U.S.
Government securities are placed in the
same category as are doubtful loans
which have been made the bank, and
the examiner criticizes the bank if the
proportion of holdings is not well bal-
anced as between long-term and short-
term bonds. .

This is the ultimate of disregard for
securities issued in the name of the U.S.
Government. It is the direct result of
the Government-enforced and Govern-
ment-promulgated policy of raising in-
terest rates, and thus lowering the mar-
ket values of every single security which
is out.

The 2. -percent bond is worth less for
every one-fourth of 1 percent interest
which the new securities bear. Yet we
have put Government interest rates on
an escalator by direct Government ac-
tion which was not authorized by Con-
gress.

Congress has consistently voted rate
increases for GI housing, FHA, and sim-
jlar forms of loans. But the Govern=-
ment was not satisfied with the legis-
lative increases in interest rates on all
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Government-insured mortgages and se-
curities. The Government has raised
interest rates administratively, such as
on Farmers Home Administration loans.
They have done it to the full extent of
their authority. So no stone has been
left unturned by this administration to
force upward, upward, and upward, in
an ever-increasing, rapidly moving
spiral, the cost of borrowing money,
first, for the U.S. Government, which
must be paid for by the taxpayers; and,
second, for persons who must borrow
money for businesses or farm opera-
tions, and whose interest rate is directly
related to the interest rate which the
Government is currently paying.

I compliment the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Anperson], the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Prox-
mirel, and many other Senators, who
have consistently voted against this
policy which will drive us into a worse
inflation, and sooner or later into a
“bust” which will be the rival of any
depression the Nation has ever had.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma. Does not this action
mean that the cost of living will go
higher?

Mr. MONRONEY. Interest rates to-
day figure heavily in almost every sub-
stantial purchase which any buyer
makes. If he buys a car, the interest
cost is generally about 10 percent more.
If he buys a home, interest will be 20 or
25 percent of the cost of the home.
The cost of the groceries he buys reflects
the upward interest rate which the proc-
essors must pay for their expanded
plants. The little businessman must
pay the increased cost of interest. It
is a cost of living which is added as a
result in Government policy.

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr, ANDERSON. I enter into fthe
colloquy only to compliment the Sen-
ator from Tennessee for calling atten-
tion to the situation now, as he has
done many times in the past. The im-
port of the article this morning was
that the Treasury cannot issue long-
term bonds at very high interest rates.
What that does to the national debt is
plenty. The cost of servicing the na-
tional debt has gone up $2 billion in the
last 2 years. If the Government could
issue more long-term bonds at 5 percent,
it would saddle on this country a long-
term debt of staggering proportions.

Mr. GORE. I believe the able Sen-
ator from New Mexico was present at
a meeting of the Committee on Finance
within the last 2 or 3 months, at which
Mr. Stans, the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, admitted to the commit-
tee that the increased cost of interest on
the national debt was $500 million in
excess of what he had estimated it to
be in the budget presented in January.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Tennessee is quite correct. Mr. Stans
gave that as an explanation of why the
budget would be out of balance.

Mr. GORE. So the administration
has unbalanced its own budget by driv-
ing the interest rate artificially higher.
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Mr. ANDERSON. T could not agree
with the Senator more.

Mr. GORE. That either condemns
the administration as the worst fore-
caster in history or the worst manager
of the public debt in history, if not both.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I only wish that
some of the financial writers and others
who purport to give basic information
on what Congress is doing would at least
publicize the fact that President Eisen-
hower in his message to Congress was
asking for power which no President in
our history, from George Washington
down to Dwight Eisenhower, has ever
enjoyed. Up until the period of World
War II, every President in history had
to seek the authority from Congress for
the dollar amount of each bond issue
and for the rate of interest which would
be paid upon those bonds. No President
had the authority, even since World
War I, to issue bonds without the direct
authority of Congress for the issuance
of the bonds, and the authority to pay
a definite, fixed interest rate at which
Congress authorized long-term bonds to
be floated.

During World War I, the constant
need for the replenishment of Govern-
ment resources led Congress to grant au-
thority to the then Secretary of the
Treasury, Carter Glass, to issue bonds
without fixed limits as to the amount.
But the 44-percent long-term interest
ceiling which has been in effect since
World War I was placed on those bonds
as a part of the historic right of Con-
gress to maintain control over the cur-
rency. We have lived under the 4Y-
percent ceiling since World War I. Yet,
without considering this historic prac-
tice, the President has come before Con-
gress in the closing days of the session
and has asked for an unlimited interest
rate on long-term bonds without Con-
gress having any right whatever to say
what the limit shall be. This action
should be explained and made known to
the American people, who are so con-
scious of the executive grab for power,

The Senator from Tennessee remem-
bers the days of President Franklin
Roosevelt. It was he who drove down the
interest rates and tried to break the
stranglehold of the big banking in-
terests on the money markets. When-
ever he asked for additional Presidential
power, the heavens fell in in editorial
criticism. Yet the man in the White
House today has asked for something
which no President in history has ever
enjoyed, and we are told editorially that
Congress must supinely lie down and
yield its vast power so as to commit the
Government, for 20 or 25 years, to paying
interest rates which will run somewhere
above 414 percent, perhaps to b percent,
6 percent, or 10 percent. Once issued
on a 20- or 25-year basis, there is no re-
call. So even if Congress should grant
an extension of 1 or 2 years, the
Government would pay through the nose
for 20 years for whatever high interest
rate is fixed on the long-term bonds.

Mr. GORE. The refusal of Congress
to be pressured by the administration
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and the big-money interests into placing
its stamp of approval upon the high in-
terest rate, tight money policy is one of
the proud performances of Congress.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, GORE. 1 yield.

Mr, CLARK. Is the Senator familiar
with an article which was published in
the Washington Post and Times Herald
this morning, under the byline of Mr.
J. A. Livingston, and entitled “A Matter
of Justice to Government Bond Buyers”?

Mr. GORE. 1 did not read the article,
I am sorry to say.

Mr. CLARK, Mr. Livingston is also a
reporter for the Philadelphia Evening
Bulletin. His column is syndicated.
Therefore, its publication in the Wash-
ington Post is a matter of peculiar inter-
est to me. I understand the Senator
from Tennessee has the article before
him. I call his attention to the next to
the last paragraph of the article, which
reads:

For Congress to adjourn without acting on
the interest rates would be irresponsible.

I wonder whether my friend, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, agrees with that
rather strong statement.

Mr. GORE. I thoroughly disagree
with it. I believe it would be very hurt-
ful to the country for Congress to place
its stamp of approval upon the tight
money policy. Congress should stand
firm. Congress should use its constitu-
tional power to force the administration
to abandon its unwise monetary policy,
which is driving interest rates to artifi-
cial and historic heights.

Mr. CLARK. Does not the Senafor
from Tennessee agree with me that for
Mr. Livingston to make such a state-
ment is, in itself, irresponsible?

Mr. GORE. I am not acquainted with
the degree of capacity of Mr, Livingston
to understand the monetary situation.
If he understands it, and still makes
such a statement, it is irresponsible. If
he does not know the subject about
which he writes, his statement would be
characterized as ill-informed chatter.

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield further?

Mr, GORE. I yield. :

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Livingston is a well-
known financial writer of what might be
called the Ricardian school of econom-
ies—a school entirely obsolete and thor-
oughly discredited, but much in vogue
with big bankers and Wall Street finan-
ciers. It isthe same school of economies
fo which Mr. Edward Collins belongs;
and he has been writing Ricardian arti-
cles which have been published not only
in the New York Times news columns
but also editorials in the same fine news-
paper.

I should like to suggest to my col-
leagues that those in the administration
who are so complacent about rising in-
terest rates, which make it far more dif-
ficult for the Government to balance the
budget and stabilize its financial opera-
tions, should read more modern econom-
ics and should pay more attention to
what is recommended by Members of
Congress who have studied this matter,
and should pay a little less attention to
what writers such as the ones to whom
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I have referred are saying on this sub-
ject.

Mr. GORE. I have read the writings
of the gentleman to whom the able Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has referred,
and upon occasion I have wondered
whether they have studied anything
later than the writings of Adam Smith.

Mr. CLARK., The same thought has
occurred to me.

Mr. GORE. And I have wondered
whether they are aware of the current
economic facts of life.

Mr, CLARK. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield further?

Mr. GORE. I yield,

Mr, CLARK. Mr. Livingston further
stated in the article—after saying that
it “would be irresponsible” for Congress
to adjourn “without acting on the in-
terest rates'—

It would justify President Eisenhower’s
calling a special session.

The other day, on the floor of the Sen-
ate, my friend, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, and the junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. Proxmire], whom I also see
in the Chamber at this time, suggested
that it might be wise to call a special
session on the subject, so that Congress
could educate not only the financial
writers of New York and Philadelphia,
. but also the people of America, in regard
to the economic folly behind the high-
_interest-rate policy of the Treasury and
the Federal Reserve Board.

Does the Senator from Tennessee agree
with that suggestion?

Mr. GORE. Of course; it was my sug-
gestion.

Mr. CLARK. Does my friend, the
Senator from Tennessee, still adhere to
that suggestion?

Mr. GORE. Yes, for I believe it might
well serve the public interest to have a
time set aside—as a special session of
Congress for that purpose would pro-
vide—to thoroughly discuss the disas-
trous consequences of the unwise infla-
tionary policy which is being foisted on
the American people by an administra-
tion which, on the one hand, claims it
has no such policy and, on the other,
asks the Congress to endorse its policy.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield further?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr, CLARK. I ask the Senator from
Tennessee to comment on the further
statement by Mr. Livingston:

When the Treasury has no alternative but
to sell strictly short-term securities, 1t is
putting out the closest thing possible to ir-
redeemable paper money.

Does the Senator from Tennessee agree
that “the Treasury has no alternative
but to sell strictly short-term securi-
ties"?

Mr. GORE.
agree.

Mr. CLARK. Is it not true that the
Federal Reserve Board could move into
the situation and in all likelihood could,
in a relatively short time, bring the in-
terest rates back to somewhere near
where they should be, if our friends on
the other side of the aisle would stop
shouting panic every time the interest
rate went up one-tenth of 1 percent?

No; I thoroughly dis-
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Mr. GORE. Yes. In that connection,
I wish to cite the record. In 1957, when
the recession was tightening and the
1958 elections were approaching, the ad-
ministration decided to reverse its tight
money policies—at least, temporarily.
Mr. Humphrey retired as Secretary of
the Treasury, and renewed his career of
quail hunting and steel or money mak-
ing; and a new Secretary of the Treasury
came into office. At that time the new
Secretary was interested in lowering the
interest rate on Government obligations
and in lowering other interest rates in
the country. In this objective, he in-
formed me, that he would have the sup-
port and the prestige of President Eisen~
hower.

During the first 9 months after he took
office, seven Government bond issues
were sold, at successively lower rates of
interest. The first bond issue he floated
was at 4 percent. The issue sold in June
of last year was marketed at 2%; percent.

So, Mr, President, in answer to the
question asked by the able Senator from
Pennsylvania, I cite the record: The
Government not only can, but it has,
and it can again; it is a question of de-
termination of policy and a question of
action by our Government in which is
vested the constitutional power to regu-
late the value of money.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield further?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. In that period, did not
the Federal Reserve Board cooperate
with the Treasury in bringing down the
interest rates?

Mr. GORE. That is a matter of rec-
ord, and it is true.

Mr. CLARK, Would not similar ac-
tion by the Federal Reserve Board have
the same result today?

Mr. GORE. There is no question
whatever that this is within the power
of the Government—and it has been
demonstrated time and time again; and
that makes me wonder how it is that
so many men of sincerity undertake to
tell the American people that the high
interest rates now in effect came about
purely by accident.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield further?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. 1Is it not true that in
each instance during the 9-month period
to which the Senator from Tennessee
referred a moment ago, the Government
bond issue at a low interest rate was
oversubscribed ?

Mr. GORE. I am informed that in
every instance that was frue.

Mr. CLARK. In conclusion, let me say
that, as regards Mr. Livingston, Mr. Col-
lins, and similar writers who endorse the
position of Wall Street and the Treas-
ury and the big New York banks, my
comment would be, ‘“Forgive them, for
they know not what they do.”

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield first to the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
would not the Senator from Tennessee
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say that at a period of time when the
Government is being threatened with
having to pay exorbitant interest rates to
outside purchasers of its securities, the
Federal Reserve—having in mind its
public duty as the central bank of the
United States—should at least buy dur-
ing that period a few more bonds of
longer maturities?

Mr. GORE. I think the Federal Re-
serve should do so; and I think it is re-
miss in the performance of its duty and
ﬁ failing to perform its statutory func-

on.

However, I believe it is complying fully
with the wishes and the policy of the ad-
ministration.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield fur-
ther?

Mr. GORE. 1yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. But although it is
the duty of the Federal Reserve to assist
in the tremendous task of the manage-
ment of the public debt, at this critical
period—so critical that the President has
even threatened to call a special session
of Congress, in order to have Congress
raise the statutory interest rate, which
has stood since World War I—the hold-
ings of the Federal Reserve System are
lower than they were at the correspond-
ing time last year. At a time when the
long-term holdings of the Federal Re-
serve should be increased, the Federal
Reserve is decreasing its portfolio of
Iong-term maturities, and is increasing
its holdings of short-term maturities.
This seems to me to be a case of “Wrong
Way Corrigan” if they are trying to as-
(siisg in the management of the public

ebt.

Mr. GORE. Not only is the perform-
ance of the Government self-defeating
in the regard to which the Senator has
made reference; the higher interest
rates being forced and encouraged by
the Government are now encouraging
the banks, as the able junior Senator
from New Mexico pointed out, to sell
holdings or portions of bank holdings in
Government bonds, in order to make
some profitable investments. That is re-
ported in the New York Times of today,
on page 40-C.

Mr, CAPEHART., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I will yield if the Senator
will let me complete reading the article
from the Star. I lack only about three
paragraphs. I want to complete reading
the article in the Star that appeared on
June 12, 1959, This, let me repeat, is
the article of an industrious, inquiring,
and enterprising reporter, who, at a time
when spokesmen in the U.S. Congress
and spokesmen appearing on behalf of
the administration before a congres-
sional committee were undertaking to
say that a rise in the rediscount rate by
the Federal Reserve would have no re-
sult in raising commercial interest rates,
wrote a very interesting and challenging
article, I will continue to read:

Self-protection requires bankers to keep
in line with competitive rates in times of

credit stringency, one banking leader
pointed out today.

Some of our customers may think we raise
rates to make more money—
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Is it not remarkable that some cus-
tomer might have such a thought? Itis
perfectly astounding that the thought
would ever occur to an American citi-
zen that interest rates were being raised
in order that banks might make more
money. But, improbable as this may ap-
pear, the banker says some people ac-
tually think that. The heretic had
better watch out: he may not get a loan.

Let me continue his quotation:
but we keep our ears to the ground and our
rates in line with our competitors so as to
avold being swamped with demands for
loans.

‘Word gets around fast if one bank does not
go along with higher rates, terrific pressure
builds up for loans, some of it from deposi-
tors and businessmen who have been associ-
ated with the bank. It might make it im-
possible to serve our regular customers
properly.

The Federal Reserve Bank's rediscount
rates, the interest which banks must pay if
they have to borrow funds for relending pur-
poses, were raised to 314 percent recently.

New York City banks raised the prime rate
on bank loans to 41, percent from 4 percent,
and banks all over the country follow this
lead because the largest supply of lendable
money is there.

That is the end of the article. I wish
to point out that within one 12-month
period—within less than a 12-month pe-
riod, by a few days—the prime interest
rate charged by the New York banks has
been raised 1'% percent, from 315 to 5
percent. If Congress should place its
stamp of approval upon this tight money
policy, I warn the Senate that in the last
year of a moribund administration,
yielding as it is, and as it has, to the
interests of big money combines, the
prime rate might advance by another
115 percent during the next 12 months.

This is a disastrous policy for the small
businessman who must borrow in order
to stay in business. It is restricting the
growth of our national economy. Dur-
ing a period when we are in a cold war
contest with the Communist world, we
have had an average growth in our na-
tional gross product of only about 115
percent a year, while that of the Soviet
Union is reported to be 8 percent per
year. How is that winning the cold war
economic battle? :

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. 1Iyield to the senior Sen-
ator from Indiana,

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the Senator
give me just a moment to possibly ex-
plain the other side of the coin?

Mr. GORE. I will yield for a question,
and then I will be glad to listen to the
Senator’s speech.

Mr. CAPEHART. The question is, Is
not there another side of this coin,
namely, that it is almost impossible to sell
Government bonds at a lesser interest
rate than one can buy mortgages for or
buy existing loans for? For example,
bonds today are selling for 85 in order
to yield an interest rate of a little more
than 4 percent.

Mr. GORE. The Senator is slightly in
error. They are selling as low as 80
today.

Mr. CAPEHART, They are selling at
a very low figure, The question is, How
do we expect the Federal Government or
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the Secretary of the Treasury to sell
Government bonds? He will have to sell
about $80 billion worth this year at a
lesser interest rate than people can get
in other investments. For example, I
will not ask the visitors in the galleries
to stand who own E- or H-bonds, or per-
haps other Government bonds or insur-
ance policies issued by companies whose
money is invested in bonds, but are these
people going to continue to buy or hold
E-bonds or H-bonds, when they can dis-
pose of them and invest in other secu-
rities which pay them a larger rate of
interest? They will not do it.

Mr. GORE. 1Ishall be glad to respond
to the questions of my friend, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana. I
agree with him that there are two sides
to this coin. I am on the people’s side
of the coin, on the side of the people who
must borrow, the interest of the people
who must buy on installment, the inter-
est of the small businessman, the inter-
est of the citizens of the country whose
welfare is involved in a growing, de-
veloping, expanding national economy.
Those interests are involved on the side
of the coin with which I am associated,
and those who wish to preserve and re-
ward the status quo are on the other
side of the coin.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. The Senator asked a
series of questions. I have replied only
partially to one of them. I must reply
to the others.

The able Senator has asked how the
Treasury Department can market the
bonds. The Senator was in the Chamber
when I related the experience of the
Government during the first 9 months of
the incumbency of the present Secretary
of the Treasury, which preceded the
1958 election. I wonder if the Senator
could explain how the Government suc-
ceeded, during those 9 months, in lower-
ing the interest rate not only on Gov-
ernment bonds but also in the commer-
cial banks of the country?

Mr. CAPEHART. May I answer that
question?

Mr. GORE. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. It is the same sin-
cere, conscientious Secretary of the
Treasury that we have today who was
then involved. I am certain the Secre-
tary dislikes as much as I, or as the able
Senator from Tennessee, the fact that
interest rates are going up.

Mr. GORE. The Senator is not
answering how it was done. Will the
Senator tell me how the Government per-
formed that sleight of hand act?

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not know that
I can. I do not know that I want to
take the time to do it. All I know is
that the same Secretary of the Treasury
today says that for him to properly han-
dle the financial matters of this Nation
he must have an increase in the inter-
est rate on E- and H-bonds, and he must
have an inecrease in the interest rates on
new bonds which he sells, because the
interest rates on all other things have
Egone up.

Mr. GORE. The able Senator says
that is all he knows. I do not so depre-
cate the Senator, I think he knows far
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more than that. I think the Senator is
well aware that this policy has not been
the result of accident. I think the Sen-
ator is well aware that the results are
not “happenchance.” I think the Sen-
ator is well aware that policies of the
Government have produced these results.
I think the Senator is well aware that
these results have been intended. I do
not deprecate the able Senator.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART!. I think the results
of World War II, the results of a $290
billion debt, the results of excessive
spending over the years, the results of
the increase in the prosperity of the Na-
tion, and the results of the increase in
the gross national debt have required
more money to handle the financial mat-
ters. The competition for money is the
same as the competition for any other
service which is rendered in the United
States.

Mr. GORE. Well—- »

Mr. CAPEHART, Will the Senator let
me finish, please?

Mr. GORE. I have the floor, please.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator had
his opportunity. .

Mr. GORE. The Senator has said
that more money is required because of
the growth and expansion both of the
population and of the economy. I wish
to quote a New York banker, from a
story which was published in the Wall
Street Journal on yesterday:

We are being squeezed for money. I'd say
the climate is right for a rate increase.

Yes, the supply has been squeezed.
Instead of there being a supply ade-
quate to meet the growing demands, as
the able Senator has described with such
great southernlike eloguence, the sup-
ply is being squeezed, and the situation
was created which is described in yes-
terday morning’s Wall Street Journal by
a banker with the statement: “I'd say
the climate is right for a rate increase.”

Yes, the climate was right for an in-
crease. It had been carefully prepared.

And it occurred before sundown of the
same day.

Now I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART, Thereisno question
that there is a greater demand today for
loans than ever before in the history of
this Nation. There is no question that
the national debt is bigger today than it
was ever before in the history of this
Nation.,

Mr. GORE. Not in comparison——

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me finish,
please.

Mr. GORE. Iknow the Senator wants
to state the full faects. It is not bigger,
in comparison with the gross national
product. ;

Mr. CAPEHART. I am saying, if I
may continue——

Mr. GORE. Yes; the Senator may
continue,

Mr. CAPEHART. The Federal debt
and the debts of States, cities, and
counties are all greater today than ever
before in American history. The debts
of individuals in America are greater to-
day than ever before in the history of
this Nation. The gross national product
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is bigger today. That means we are do-
ing more business. More people are em-
ployed, at higher wages.

All of this requires more money. That
means there is competition for the
money, and that means the people who
have the money to loan want more in-
terest. I refer to the little people, to the
big people, and to the middle-class peo-
ple who have money to loan. These are
the people who buy the E-bonds, the H-
bonds, and other bonds. These are the
people who deposit money in the banks.
We ought to encourage them to do so.
They are demanding higher interest
rates, greater interest rates, because
everything they buy—shoes, clothing,
automobiles, groceries, and everything

else—is higher in price.

Mr. GORE. I desire to reply to the
Senator.

Mr., CAPEHART, Let me finish,

please.
. Mr. GORE. I want to reply to the
first part of the Senator’s statement.

Mr. CAPEHART. Letme finish.

Mr. GORE. 'I will reply to the first
part of the statement of the Senator
and then yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator
afraid to hear what I am about to say?

Mr. GORE. I appreciate what the

able Senator is saying. I do not want the.

Senator to make one statement, how-
ever, and then rush to another without
reply. I wish first to reply to the state-
ment the able Senator has made, that
there is a greater demand for money,
that there is a greater need for money,
and that there is a need for more money.

I should like to ask the Senator, do
higher interest rates create more money?
Or, do higher interest rates solve the
problem which the able Senator has de-
scribed?

Mr. CAPEHART.
me answer?

Mr. GORE. T will.

Mr. CAPEHART. That does not nec-
essarily create higher interest rates or
lower interest rates. The fact remains
that people are not going to buy Govern-
ment bonds at a lower interest rate than
they will receive if they buy other kinds
of securities.

Mr. GORE. That is begging the
question.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is not begging
the gquestion at all.

Mr. GORE. I asked the Senator how
these higher interest rates solved the
problem which he so eloquently de-
scribed. There is a need for more
money to meet the growing demands of a
large number of people and an expanding
economy.

How do high interest rates meet that
demand?

Mr. CAPEHART. They do not meet
the demand.

Mr. GORE., Very well.
dicl\lar. CAPEHART. I did not say they

Mr. GORE. That is exactly what I
said.

Mr. CAPEHART. What I said was
that there is a greater demand for
money, which means that people are
competing for the money, and the people
who have money naturally are going to

Will the Senator let
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Joan money to the person who will pay
the highest interest rate. That is all I
said.

What the Senator is saying is that the
Secretary of the Treasury in some way,
some how, can change this. I do not
understand exactly how the Senator ex-
pects the Secretary of the Treasury to
do it, unless he wants the Federal Re-
serve to buy all the bonds.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator explain
how the Secretary of the Treasury or how
the Government of the United States
succeeded in doing so for a whole 9-
month period?

The Senator is the ranking Republi-
can on the Senate Committee on Banking
and Currency. The Senator is a man
who is affluent—and I congratulate him
for it—in his personal affairs, a man who
is knowledgeable in the field of finance.
The Senator has said that his knowledge
is limited in this field, but I recognize
him to be possessed of a great deal of
knowledge, much more than he admits.

How can the Senator explain this mir-
acle which came about? Was it the re-
sult of a waving of a wand? Was it the
result of sleight of hand? Was it the
result of a policy deliberately followed
by the Government of the United States?

Mr. CAPEHART. IwishIhad the rec-
ords before me at the moment so that
Imight answer the question.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator get the
records and put them in the ReEcorp?

Mr. CAPEHART. Wait a minute,
please.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the senior Sen~
ator from Indiana may have permission
to insert in the REcorp an explanation
of how fthe Government accomplished
this miracle for the 9-month period to
which I have referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Tennessee? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Indiana
now has the unanimous consent of the
U.S. Senate to get all the facts at his
command and to give to the Senate an
explanation of how the Government per-
formed this supposedly impossible feat
in a Republican administration of low-
ering interest rates as an election ap-
proached.

Now Iyield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I want to say this.
What I said a moment ago was, and I
repeat it, that it was the same adminis-
tration and the same Secretary of the
Treasury——

Mr. GORE. There is no doubt about
that. That is admitted.

Mr. CAPEHART. Wait a minute—
that accomplished what you are talking
about, and I think they are sincere and
conscientious, and I think that if they
could sell bonds today at half the inter-
est rates, they would do so. I think I
know that they are up against a very,
very serious problem, and I want to say
this to the Senator from Tennessee, that
if we refuse to permit the Government to
increase interest rates and the price of
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Government bonds goes down and down
and foreign holders of gold in this coun-
try and of bonds become frightened and
they withdraw gold from this country as
a result of this policy, I say to you that
you may have chaos in this country and
I do not want to be a party to it. I do
not want to so discourage people from
buying Government bonds because the
interest rate is so low that we will have
chaos in this country and get ourselves
into a lot of trouble.

Mr. GORE. I recognize that the Sen-
ator does not want to be a party——

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. GORE. Not just now. I recog-
nize that the Senator does not want to
be a party to the policies which the next
Democratic administration will inaugu-
rate. I realize that he prefers the pres-
ent policy, the tight money policy. I
realize that he may not be victimized by
it, but while he may not suffer from it,
while he may not deplore it, millions and
millions of people who are being driven
out of business and into bankruptey, who
are suffering from this policy, deplore it
and do not endorse it.

I wish to quote once again from the
article in the Wall Street Journal of yes-
terday which further describes this situ-
ation:

New York bankers testify that the growing
tightness of money extends beyond New
York. “Out-of-town banks:call upon us con-

tinually, wanting us to take a piece of this
or that loan.”

Says an official of one New York City
bank: “We can see the money supply
grow tighter as we sit here at the desk.”

Mr. CARROLL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I just promised to yield
to the junior Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. CAPEHART. Do you not prove
your own point?

Mr. ANDERSON., When the state-
ment is made that we must have a higher
interest rate to induce people to buy
bonds, the Secretary of the Treasury
wants to increase E- and H-bonds from
3.126 to 3.75. I wonder if he knows the
present quotations on Government
bonds?

If I were to buy a Government bond
which I could cash in at the end of 1
yvear, instead of buying an E-bond I could
buy a Treasury 2% of 1960 at 97.13 yield-
ing 4.31%. If I wanted a 2-year bond,
I could get a Treasury 215 of 1961 priced
at 94.28 and get a yield of 4.92%, a ter-
rific yield for a short-term bond.

Would anyone be stupid enough to
buy a bond at 3.25 when he can get
4927

I remember a husinessman who was
very sick. He was 75 years old. A friend
said to him, “Don’t you worry. You
will get well. You will be around here
when you are 100.”

He looked at the friend and he said,
“Oh,no. Iam abusinessman. Youare a
businessman, God is a businessman.
Do you think He will take me for a hun-
dred when He can get me for seventy-
five?” y

Would anybody take an E-bond for
3.26 when he can get 4,92?
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Something must be done other than
constantly raising the price of money.
The Treasury, as the able Senator from
Tennessee pointed out, said the budget
was off $500 million because the interest
rate was not high enough. If we take
the lid off now, it will be off at least a
billion dollars next year, and perhaps
more. The cost of servicing the national
debt increased $2 billion in the past 3
or 4 years.

Mr. GORE. And the cost of building
a school, a hospital, a sewer line, a
waterworks project is going up and up
until it is beyond the reach of many small
communities throughout our land.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder if the
Senator from Tennessee knows that in
the last few days there have been indica-
tions that the commercial morigage rate
on high-grade commercial properites is
up to 515 percent? I discussed with the
head of a very large financial institution
just a few days ago what the policy in
the future is going to be. He said we
will be up to 6 percent before the first of
the year, probably by the first of Novem-
ber.

When we jump the interest rate up
that far, we place a burden on business,
we place a burden on every transaction,
we contribute to inflation.

I am glad the Senator from Tennes-
see is worried about that, because people
who own houses or people who are going
to have to come in to make new mort-
gages will be faced with this, and it is a
very serious problem.

I do not believe that we are going to
be able to sell bonds by granting author-
ity to raise rates on long-range financing.

Mr. GORE. So long as the Govern-
ment has a policy of pushing interest
rate levels higher and higher, who wishes
to buy a bond at 4, 4%, or even 5 when
he is on notice that the Government is
following a policy to push it below par
almost as quickly as it is sold?

Mr. ANDERSON. If he wanted to
buy a 10-year bond, he would buy a
Treasury 2% of 1969 with an early ma-
turity of 1964 if he wanted to cash it in.
Those are selling at 82 and 16/32s, a yield
of 4.71, nearly 434 percent on a 10-year
bond. Part of it is on a capital gains
basis, which makes it very attractive.

Mr. CAPEHART, Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GORE. And those who bought
such bonds 1 month ago have already
lost money.

Mr, ANDERSON. Ezxactly.

Mr. GORE. And under this policy
those who buy even at the rates which
the Senator has quoted will have lost
money 60 days from now. How can the
Government expect to stabilize inter-
est rates when it has a policy of pushing
them higher and higher? What we need
in this Government is a determination to
put the public welfare first. What we
need in this Government is a policy of

interest rate stabilization. It can be
done. It has been done. It must be
done.

I yield now to the——

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GORE. I promised to yield to the
junior Senator from Colorado. If the
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Senator will be patient a moment, I
yield to the junior Senator from Col-
orado.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I
thought perhaps we could reduce to
simple terms some of the definitions.
For example, when we refer to a prime
rate of interest, we mean, as I under-
stand it, the rate of interest charged
the most preferential customer. For ex-
ample, if a New York bank raises its
prime rate of interest to 5 percent, what
does this do to the small businessman
at home who is not a preferential cus-
tomer of that bank? The Senator from
Tennessee has said that in a year or a
year and a half the prime rate of inter-
est has been increased from 3!%2 to 5
percent.

Mr. GORE. That is within the last
year.

Mr. CARROLL. Yes. That is right.
How will that reflect itself down to the
small businessman in State after State
throughout the country?

Mr. GORE. It means in my State
higher and higher rates of interest, and
it means in New York already a 5-per-
cent prime rate, but this article in the
Wall Street Journal says that the banks
require those who borrow to keep at
least 20 percent of the amount they
borrow on deposit, which means that the
prime rate is actually 6 percent instead
of 5. It means that this increase will
be reflected all over the land from the
Atlantic to the Pacific, the gulf to the
Canadian border, and it means that
every housewife will face the tough
problem of making ends meet with her
household budget. It means that the
cost of living will go higher and higher
in coming months.

Mr. CARROLL. That is exactly the
point I wished to bring out. Whether
the borrower is the automobile dealer
at home, or whether people go to the
local bank at home, if the preferential
customer must pay 5 percent in New
York, one can imagine what borrowers
will have to pay in the rural and moun-
tain areas of the West. The rate will
go to 6, 7, or 8 percent.

I think one of the most important
contributions of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee is on this particular
question. I have listened with great pa-
tience to the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CarenarT], and I have a deep concern
about Government bonds. I think the
Senator from Tennessee has put his
finger on the most important point.

According to the statement in the
morning newspapers, the New York
banks are talking about a tight money
policy. If I correctly understand the
question of the Senator from Indiana,
Ee says that this is a competitive mar-

et.

The next point he made was that our
economy is expanding. Three million
Americans are being born every year.
Are we to have a tighter, more restric-
tive policy which keeps driving the in-
terest rates up year after year? What
will then happen to Government bonds?

If this is a competitive market, what
about the supply of money? What
about the present fiscal policy, debt
management or debt mismanagement?
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I can understand the deep concern in a
period in which redemptions of savings
bonds are far outrunning purchases to-
day. That is a serious problem. But
we cannot meet it by permitting the
bankers to increase their prime rate of
interest, and by vesting the Government
with authority to try to compete with
them in a market which becomes nar-
rower and more restricted under a tight
money policy. The principal question
is—and I should like to have an answer
if we can have it—How are we to in-
crease the supply of money so as to
avoid getting into a tight money policy,
in which interest rates are driven up
and up, not only to the small business-
man, but to everyone else? They will
be reflected in every refrigerator or
automobile that is purchased. If that
is' not the worst kind of inflation, I
would like to know what it is. I ask
the Senator from Tennessee to give us
some light on that question.

Mr. GORE. The answer of the ad-
ministration to the problem is to raise
interest rates. That does not solve the
problem. It makes it worse.

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is it not a fact
that increases in the cost of lumber,
groceries, and everything else affect the
purchaser as much as do interest rates?

The second question I wish to ask——

Mr. GORE. Let me answer the first
question. The answer to that is “Yes.”

I ask the Senator if the cost of lum-
ber, the cost of the truck that hauls it,
and the cost of doing business generally
is not increased by higher interest rates,
thus reflecting higher prices of com-
modities?

Mr. CAPEHART. Both factors have
an influence, Anything that increases
costs, of course, is reflected in the selling
price. That is true of interest or any-
thing else.

Mr. GORE. Does it not follow, then,
that higher interest rates are inflation-
ary?

Mr. CAPEHART. No more so than
the increase in the price of anything
else—wages or anything else.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has just
said that interest rates contribute to
higher prices. I have asked him, there-
fore, if higher interest rates are not in-
flationary. Of course they are, by the
Senator’s own statement. If he will
concede that higher prices are the end
product of inflation——

Mr. CAPEHART. Anything that in-
creases costs increases selling prices,

Mr, GORE. And that includes inter-
est.

Mr. CAPEHART. It includes interest,
wages, and everything else,

I shall be very happy to join with the
Senator in curing the situation if he
knows how to do it. What is his sug-
gestion? Let us introduce legislation to
cure the situation, Will the Senator
state for the Recorp exactly what he
would do to cure the situation?
~Mr, GORE. No legislation is needed.
What we need is an administration of
present laws and programs in the public
interest. No new law is needed. What
we need is the administration of the
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people’s government in the people’s
interest.

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. Iyield,

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is
familiar with the fact that the President
vetoed the civil works bill the other day,
and unfortunately the House lacked one
vote of being able to override the veto.
As I understand the veto message, the
reason for the veto is that the $30 mil-
-lion which had been added is inflation-
ary.

Mr. GORE. Oh, terribly.

_ Mr. MONRONEY. But the President
himself, by directing the Government
fiscal policies, has increased the public
debt since January by $500 million.
Does not the $500 million added to the
public debt have a greater impact than
the additional $30 million in the civil
works bill?

Mr. GORE. Yes. That was the esti-
‘mate of 60 days ago. It is now more
than $500 million.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to make
an observation to my good friend from
Indiana, with whom I serve on the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

The point is that the high interest pol-
icy is half unwise and half unnecessary.
It is this policy which is creating the
chaos of which the Senator from Indiana
complains. This policy can and should
be changed tomorrow. It could be
changed tomorrow by the Federal Re-
serve Board doing its clear duty, the
Treasury Department doing its clear
duty, and the President doing his clear
duty.

Mr. CAPEHART.
three things?

Mr. CLARE. By moving in to support
the Government bond market; by stop-
ping all the talk of chaos and scare; by
withdrawing the request for an increase
in the interest ceiling; and by making
the same effort which was made in 1958
to bring down interest rates. It was suc-
cessful then, and could be successful
today.

If the only way Congress can compel
the Federal Reserve Board and the
Treasury to return to monetary sanity
is to refuse to yield on the 4'%-percent
interest ceiling, then I say by all means,
let us refuse to yield.

Mr. GORE. It would be not only act-
ing responsibility, but acting in the pub-
lic interest. Congress has acted in the
public interest. I am proud of the re-
fusal of Congress to give approval to the
higher interest rate policy, and I shall
resist any such effort, whether it comes
this year or next year. This disastrous
policy must be stopped, and it will be
stopped.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. CLARE. In the article by Mr.
J. A. Livingston, to which the Senator
and I referred a while ago, he asks in
conclusion whether the policy of refus-
ing fo yield on the interest ceiling is what
the American people want. I say it is
what they would want if they knew the

What are those
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facts. Mr. Livingston asks, in conclu-
sion:

Is that what the American people want?
Is that what the Democratic leadership is
prepared to defend and sponsor?

I say I do not know, but here is one
Democrat who thinks it ought to be the
policy of the Democratic Party.

Mr. GORE. So far as another Demo-
crat is concerned, it is a policy. It will
not be enacted, if I can prevent it.

Mr. CARROLL, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I think I should make
my own position clear, so far as I can, if
the Senator will permit a comment pre-
ceding the question.

I have a deep concern, as I read the
financial pages and try to find out what
is going on. There is no doubt in my
mind that because of the tight money
policy, the money market is drying up.
This is happening because of the high
interest rate on short-term loans. This
is what is affecting Government financ-
ing.

Mr. GORE. Yet some claim we have
a free money market.

Mr. CARROLL. I do not wish to be
too critical of the administration, but I
think the Federal Reserve Board should
pay attention to what is happening.
That is why I commend the distin-
guished junior Senator from Tennessee
for his presentation today.

Somehow, in some way—I think the
Federal Reserve Board could do it—we
must ease up on the tight money policy.
A point and a half increase in the prime
rate of interest in a 12-month period
will be reflected throughout the entire
economy of the country. Apply that to
the Government bond situation. I agree
with the Senator from Indiana that this
is a very dangerous financial situation in
which we find ourselves. I do not know
what we are going to do. We may reach
the position of saying, “Perhaps the ad-
ministration is guilty of debt misman-
agement. Perhaps it should have done
this, or the Federal Reserve Board
should have done that.” We may be
confronted, not with a theory, not with
a criticism of a policy, but with a con-
dition and a problem as to what we shall
have to do in the future.

But, as the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee has stated, increasing the in-
terest rate is no answer to the problem,
because 6 months from now there may
be another increase in the interest rate.
Then what will happen to Government
bonds?

Mr. GORE. There may be another in-
crease in 3 months.

Mr. CARROLL. As I remember, the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripges] placed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD a breakdown of taxes
which are being paid today, If my
memory serves me correctly, out of
every $100 paid in taxes, almost $10 is
now going for payment on the national
debt. To me, this is a great danger; it
is on the direct road to inflation.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Colo-
rado has used the word “road.” I point
out that the increased cost of interest
on the national debt, above the budget
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estimates in January, is already more
than is needed to bail out from default
the highway program, which is now a
“must” piece of proposed legislation be-
fore Congress.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield fur-
ther, to permit me to ask a question of
the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. GORE. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. CARROLL. May I have the at-
tention of the Senator from Indiana?

Mr, CAPEHART. Yes; indeed.

Mr. CARROLL. Is there any doubt
in the mind of the Senator from Indiana
that the present financial condition with
respect to interest rates has been brought
about because of the lack of an adequate
supply of money on the money market?
The demand for money is great, I be-
lieve the Senator has said.

Mr, CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. CARROLL. If there were a larger
supply of money, would that not tend to
reduce interest rates, in the normal
situation?

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator talks
about tight money. I presume the Sen-
ator means a scarcity of money. If
there is a scarcity of money, it will
naturally increase interest rates. If
there is only a limited amount of money
tobe loaned, the people will lend it where
they can get the highest rate.

So when the Senator talks about tight
money, I presume he is speaking about
a scarcity of money.

Mr. CARROLL. I mean both ways.
There can be an ample supply of money;
but if there is control of the money mar-
ket, the rate of interest can increase.
The next question is whether there is an
adequate supply of money to accommo-
date the expanding economy.

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not think the
supply at this moment is at the point
where the interest rate can be reduced.
I think there is a shortage of money at
the moment to carry on our expanding
economy.

As I said before, the national debt is
big; it is the largest in the history of the
Nation.

Similarly, the consumer loans, the
loans to the people, are the largest in
history. The demand on the part of
business for loans to carry inventories is
the greatest in history, because the in-
ventories are the largest. Today, al-
most four times as much capital or money
is necessary to run either a big business
or g little business as was needed 25 years
ago, because of the volume of business
done and the wages paid. I am not
complaining about the wages; I am iry-
ing to be factual. More money is re-
quired. The result is that that money
is competing for an interest rate, and I
think rightfully so.

I think the visitors in the galleries,
who use their savings to buy E honds
and H bonds or to deposit in savings ac-
counts or to purchase annuities and
other forms of savings, are entitled to an
increase in their interest rates, because
everything they buy, when they go to the
markets, costs them more.

I should like to see stability of interest
rates, if that could be done. But I also
want to encourage people to save money
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to buy Government bonds, bonds which

will carry an adequate rate of interest in -

comparison with the cost of the things
they buy and the interest rates which
prevail today, which they can get if they
invest in mortgages and other kinds of
securities.

Mr. CARROLL. What is the Govern-
ment doing to insure an adequate money
supply?

Mr. CAPEHART. I think it has done
a fairly good job, perhaps not as good as
we would like to see. But I think it has
managed the business fairly well when
we consider that the debt is $290 billion

-and that $80 billion in Government bonds
‘will come due this year to be refinanced.

Mr. CARROLL. I do not want to take
the time of the Senator from Tennessee
further. I thought his very fine remarks
today were a highlight which has en-
abled us to understand the problem in
simple terms. I think he has done a
remarkable job.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from
Colorado.

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say, in all
fairness, that I think the matter is so
serious it ought to be debated. I am
against the philosophy of the Senators
on the other side of the aisle who have
spoken on this subject. Nevertheless, I
do appreciate the problem and think we
should discuss it and bring it to the
attention of the American people, be-
cause I think the question ought to be
settled one way or the other,

I think the failure of Congress to do
something about increasing interest rates
will be harmful to the economy. On the
other hand, perhaps the administration
has failed to do some of the things it
might have done. At the moment, I
‘cannot think of anything which they are
‘doing. Perhaps there are some things
which it should be doing. I think in-
terest rates on Government bonds ought
to be increased, because I am afraid that
one of these days the matter will come to
a head and will explode. The question,
I believe, ought to be settled one way or
the other. The best way to settle it is by
open debate, as we are doing today.

Mr. GORE. I compliment the able
Senator from Indiana upon his candor.
I appreciate his willingness to debate the
subject. As he said, there are two sides
to the coin. He has stated his view of
the question, and others, including my-
self, have stated a different view. Like
the Senator from Indiana, I think it is
in the public interest to bring to the
attention of the people of the United
States the problem, the issue, and the
danger.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that, in
view of what the Senator from Indiana
has said, with which I completely agree,
it might be interesting to call the atten-
tion of the Senator from Tennessee and
other members of the Committee on Fi-
nance—I observe the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr, Lone] also
present—a report which has been made
available today by the Committee on Fi-
nance, entitled “Investigation of the Fi-
nancial Condition of the United States.”
It is a 140-page analysis of 2,088 pages
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of testimony on the financial condition
of the United States. I do not suppose
it will become a bestseller, but it is an
extremely important document. I hope
this analysis of the problem, together
with the testimony, may be studied by
Members of the Senate and discussed.

Mr. GORE. Would the Senator iden-
tify the document, so that those who
read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and who
may wish to write in and order the doc-
ument may do so?

Mr. ANDERSON. It is entitled “In-
vestigation of the Financial Condition
of the United States—Analysis of Hear-
ings Before the Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, 86th Congress, 1st Session.”

There are three chapters. One is an

‘analysis by Dr. James W. Ford, who

pretty well supports the position taken
by the administration; the next is an
analysis by Dr. Seymour E. Harris,
chairman of the economics department,
Harvard University, who is not quite so
sympathetic; the third is a very fine
analysis by Senator WaLLAcE F. BENNETT,
of Utah, a member of the Committee on
Finance, in which the Senator from
Utah includes the text of speeches which
he gave upon the floor of the Senate.

Mr. GORE. Does the Senate docu-
ment have a number?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe not, but
it is made available today by the Com-
mittee on Finance. The first copies are
now coming to the Senate. I think it
is interesting that they are coming here
at the time when the able Senator from

‘Tennessee has raised this question so

forcefully on the floor of the Senate. . I

-am glad he has done so, because I think

a discussion of this subject is extremely
important. I am not always certain who

-is right and who is wrong.

Mr. CAPEHART. I:think the matter
ought to be settled.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think there ought
to be a discussion. A subject which is
confined to the United States. A similar
report has just been made in Great
Britain. It has taken 2 or 3 years to
complete it. It was made by a commit=-
te> headed by the Right Honorable Lord
Radcliffe, and has been published by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer. I think
that in many ways that report is per-
haps more interesting than the report
of the Committee on Finance. But the
committee’s document and the Radcliffe
report could be the basis for a very seri-
ous discussion.

I compliment the Senator from Ten=
nessee for raising the question for the
attention of the peoble.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from
New Mexico for his contribution to the
discussion. I agree that it is timely and
appropriate to call attention to this doc-
ument. I hope it will receive study by
many students of the question.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr., Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee
yield?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It might be
well to point out some of the places
where the high interest rates hit espe-
cially hard.

In the case of the purchasers of new
homes, I believe the Senator from Ten-
nessee knows that on long-term mort-

-homeowner and homebuilder.
.more interest.
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gages, each advance of 1 percent in the
interest charged means an advance of

10 percent in the monthly payments,

For example, on a 30-year mortgage,
a 2-percent increase in the interest
rate—and that much has occurred—
means a 20-percent increase in the pay-
ments, so that if the monthly payment
at 4 percent interest had been $75, the
monthly payment would have to be in-
creased to $90 if the interest rate in-
creased to 6 percent.

Mr. GORE. Yes; or even a little more
than that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. And as re-
gards rents, an increase in the interest

-rates is passed along a little more rap-

idly, because the rent the landlord can
charge is competitive with the monthly
payments made by those who are pur-
chasing new houses; and the landlord
must borrow money in order to build new
rental housing,

Mr. GORE. Let me mention an in-
stance about which I have heard. A
person borrowed $30,000 with which to
build a home. He borrowed it on a 25~
year amortization schedule. The inter-
est rate was 6 percent. When the mort-
gage was signed, sealed, and delivered,
the borrower asked how much more in
interest he would have to pay under the
contract and the mortgage he had just
signed, as compared with what he would
have paid if he had borrowed the same
amount of money for the same period of
time at the rate available before this
administration came into power. From
the calculator,  the borrower obtained

.the answer—$11,997. That extra pay-

ment of $12,000, lacking $3, did not pro-

-vide any more housing or a larger loan

or any other additional benefit to that
It is only

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am sure
the Senator from Tennessee also realizes
that as the cost of new housing rises,
it tends to have an adverse effect on the
availability of rental housing at reason-
able rates. As the landlords have to
pay more interest on the money they
borrow in order to build new rental
housing, that situation tends to make
rents rise; and the probability is—and
if it has not already happened, it is cer-
tainly in the process of happening—that
the advance in the interest rate on
rental housing construction money from
4 percent to 6 percent means that the

rents charged on that rental housing

can be expected to increase 20 percent.
In other words, rents will be 20 percent

higher than they would have been if

more reasonable interest rates had been
in effect.

If we multiply by 2 percent the public
and private debt of approximately $800
billion in this country, we find that the

_total amount of addifional interest pay-

ments in the United States in 1 year
will thus be increased by approximately
$16 billion. Figured on an annual basis,
those who owe money will be paying
someone else $16 billion more than they
would otherwise be paying.

Of course, some of the borrowers are
also lenders; but if we reduce that figure
by approximately one-third, in order to
offset for that factor, we find that, on a
per capita basis, the masses of our
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people will be paying approximately $60
a person additional each year as a trib-
ute to those who control the money mar-
kets of the Nation, if the Government
does not use its power to protect them.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
that $60 additional a person which is
being paid buys nothing more; it does
not buy another house or another auto-
_mobile; it buys nothing but air.

Mr. GORE. Yes, It does not create
money. I suppose it succeeds in en-
abling those who are the beneficiaries to
buy more yachts or more penthouses,
and makes it possible for them to clip
more coupons from tax-exempt securi-

Mr. PROXMIRE. But from the
standpoint of the purchasers of new
houses, is it not true that that increase
in what they have to pay represents the
sheerest kind of inflation, in the sense
that they receive nothing additional for
those additional payments?

Mr. GORE. I thoroughly agree.

Mr. President, the Wall Street Journal
for September 1, 1959, carried an article,
by Mr. Lee Silberman, in the nature of a
roundup of current credit conditions.
This article shows quite well some, al-
though not all, of the effects of the tight
money policy now being pursued by the
U.S. Government.

I wish to emphasize several of the
points which are brought out in this ar-
ticle.

First, it is admitted that, since New
York banks make some 20 percent of all
bank loans to business, these large banks
set the pattern for the country. An in-
crease in the “prime” rate charged by
these banks will be felt all across the
country.

Second, money now is extremely tight.
One measure of the tightness of money
is the ratio of loans to deposits. At the
end of July this ratio was 51 percent na-
tionwide, and up to 60 percent for some
big New York banks, the highest since
1933.

Third, higher interest rates would hit
retailers and wholesalers very hard at
this season, as they are now beginning to
build up inventories for fall and winter
business. In the end, of course—al-
though Mr. Silberman does not point this
out—the extra costs are passed on to the
consumers, wherever possible,

Fourth, consumer loan charges will
probably advance soon. According to
this article, the banks had contemplated
raising consumer loan rates earlier dur-
ing the summer, “buft held off when
President Eisenhower’s proposal to re-
move the 4%;-percent ceiling on longer
term Government bonds stirred protests
in Congress against higher interest rates
generally.” I am glad to note, Mr.
President, that those of us who deplore
the effects of high inferest rates, and
who have voiced our feelings, have had
some effect, even if only a temporary one,
on the business community.
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Fifth, major New York banks during
the past year have cut their holdings of
Government securities from $8 billion to
$6 billion. The banks have done this, of
course, to raise funds in order to make
loans at higher rates of interest, and
thus increase their already high earn-
ings.

Sixth, this article contains a very in-
teresting side note on how tight money
encourages certain banking practices
which I feel border on the unethical. In
commenting on the increasing selectivity
of bankers and the power of the bankers
to decide who will get a loan and who
will not, an unidentified banker is quoted
as saying, “We now give primary con-
sideration to whether a customer has any
call on us—in other words, is he a cus-
tomer of long standing who keeps up his
compensating balances?” The article
then goes on to say that banks generally
require business borrowers to keep a de-
posit balance of about 20 percent of their
loans. This, of course, increases the
real cost of borrowing money by about
1 percent above the apparent, or stated,
interest rate.

This unidentified banker is further
quoted as saying, “Borrowers who have
had no account with us, or just small ac-
counts, are finding it increasingly hard
to make the grade.” Thus, Mr. Presi-
dent, the bankers can deny necessary fi-
nancing to the new, small, or weak enter-
prises.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the article, by Mr. Silberman, from
the Wall Street Journal for September
1, 1959, be printed at this point in my
remarks. I commend it to all who may
be interested in the effects and practices
associated with the current shameful and
hurtful tight money policy being pur-
sued by the Federal Reserve System.
This article is most timely, in view of
the increase of yesterday in the prime
rate.

The article forecasting the increase
appeared in the morning paper. The
increase occurred before nightfall.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. T yield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to com-
‘mend my distinguished colleague from
Tennessee for the splendid, forthright,
and intelligent speech he has just made
on this matter of great national interest,
and to assure him of my warm support
of his views.

In view of the fact that he and I have
been discussing an article entitled “A
Matter of Justice to Government Bond
Buyers,” I wonder if he would have any
objection to my seeking unanimous con-
sent to have the article appear at the
conclusion of his remarks?

Mr. GORE. I think, in justice to Mr.
Livingston, the entire article should ap-
pear in the Recorp, and I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed fol-
lowing the article from the Wall Street
Journal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.
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There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal]

CosTLIER CRrEDIT: BUSINESSMEN Face NEw
BANE LoaN RaTE BoosT, N A
FEw Days—Loans CrLiMB DESPITE STEEL
STRIKE—FEDERAL RESERVE KEeeEPs TIGHT
REIN oN Funps—A Rise For CONSUMERS,
Too?

(By Lee Silberman)

NEw YorK.—PBusinessmen face another
general increase in the cost of bank borrow-
ing—possibly within a matter of days.

That's the word from bankers here in the
Nation's financial capital. New York City
banks, including such glants as Chase Man-
hattan Bank, PFirst National City Bank,
Morgan Guaranty Trust Co., and Chemical
Corn Exchange Bank, account for some 20
percent of all bank loans to business. Their
actions set lending patterns for banks the
Nation over,

A general interest rate boost would be
touched off by an increase in the prime
rate—the rate the banks charge their biggest
borrowers with the best credit ratings. Rates
for all other borrowers are scaled upward
from the prime rate. The prime rate was
boosted in May from 4 percent to its present
4}, percent level. Another increase prob-
ably would lift the rate to 5 percent, the
highest point in 28 years.

CLIMATE IS RIGHT

“We're being squeezed for money,” says &
top lending officer of one major New York
bank. “I'd say the climate is right for & rate
increase.”

New York bankers testify that the growing
tightness of money extends beyond New
York. “Out-of-town banks call us continu-
ously, wanting us to take a plece of this or
that loan,” says an official of one New York
City bank. “You can see the money supply
grow tighter as you sit here at the desk.”

Talk of tighter money and higher interest
rates may seem a bit strange in the midst of
a natlonwide steel strike. Steel-using indus-
tries borrow heavily to finance steel inven-
torles; in recent weeks, they've been working
down their stocks, of course—and paying off
part of their loans. But bankers report
growing demand from other sources has
more than offset the reduction in steel-
inventory loans.

As an indication of the growing squeeze
on the banks, consider their loan-deposit
ratio. At the end of July, loans of the Na-
tion's banks were equal to 51 percent of de-
posits, the highest point since 1933, For New
York City banks, the ratios are even higher,
ranging up to 60 percent. And bankers re-
port loan demand still is growing faster than
deposits.

RETATLERS AND COMMODITY DEALERS

Higher interest rates would hit hard at
retallers and wholesalers, who only now are
beginning to step up their borrowing to
finance accumulation of inventories for the
fall and Christmas selling seasons. Com-
modity dealers and food processors also are
beginning to step up their bank borrowing
now to finance purchase of v

An increase in business loan rates could
lead to higher costs for consumers as well as
businessmen, Earller this summer, some
New York City banks were planning to in-
crease thelr consumer loan charges. They
now collect, in advance, a fee of $3.75 a year
on each $100 that is borrowed to buy autos
and appliances and for other purposes. They
were aiming to boost this charge to $4.25 but
held off when President Eisenhower's pro-
posal to remove the 4!4-percent ceiling on
longer term Government bonds stirred pro-
tests in Congress against higher Interest
rates generally.
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Banks' consumer loan charges are not
geared directly to their business loan rates.
But bankers expect their return on consumer
loans to keep pace with the returns on their
other loans, so rising business loan rates are
sure to renew pressure for higher consumer
loan charges.

The squeeze on the banks' loanable funds
stems from several factors.

First, demand for funds is growing. Busi-
ness loans of major New York City banks at
midweek, for example, last week stood at $9.9
billion, an increase of $187 million since
June 30.

Loan demand promises to grow. For one
thing, there's the usual seasonal upswing in
borrowing by wholesalers, retallers, commod-
ity dealers, and food processors, And
bankers report a growing demand for credit
from other types of businesses, too.

A SPILLOVER INTO BANKS

With capital spending heading upward
again, more companies will be seeking fi-
nancing. Such projects usually are financed
through retained earnings and long-term
bond borrowing, but with the continuing
weakness of the bond market bankers expect
much of this credit demand to spill over into
the banks. With bond borrowing costs
climbing, many companies prefer to post-
pone bond sales and rely temporarily on
bank loans.

And there’s no question bond borrowing
costs are rising; in some cases, the rises have
been much swifter than market specialists
have expected. Last week, for example, un-
derwriters of three issues of high-grade cor-
porate bonds found they had set their prices
too high. BSo, reluctantly, they decided to
let the issues find their own price levels in
the market.

Late last week, some $2.5 million of a $30
million offering of Michigan Bell Telephone
Co. debentures was put on the market in
this manner, The debentures, initially priced
to yleld investors 4.76 percent, quickly fell
in price so as to yleld 4.9 percent.

“It's natural in times of a falling or un-
settled bond market for companies to rely on
banks for Interim financing, hoping for the
market to improve,” says an official of a
major New York bank. “But if the prime
rate went up to, say, 6 percent, more cor-
porations would look to the bond market and
banks could concentrate more on their nor-
mal types of loans for short-term working
capital and inventory needs.” Bankers also
hope that a prime rate boost would lead
more borrowers to postpone least-essential
projects and thus ease the credit squeeze a
bit.

The bond market, while it has been helping
to boost demand for bank loans, has in effect
been cutting the banks’ supplies of loanable
funds. In times of tight money, banks nor-
mally sell off Government securities to raise
funds. Major New York City banks, for ex-
ample, In the past year have cut their hold-
ings of Government securities from $8 bil-
lion to #6 billion. But with prices of Gov=
ernment securities down, further cuts in
many cases would be likely to be painful,
forcing the banks to absorb losses.

A more important curb on the banks’ sup-
ply of loanable funds, however, is the current
Federal Reserve System policy. Anxious to
prevent an inflationary credit splurge, the
system has been keeping a close rein on the
funds the banks have avallable to lend.

The system can increase the funds the
banks have avallable to lend by purchasing
Government securities; it pays for its pur-
chases with a check and the seller deposits
the check in his bank, thus transferring Fed-
eral Reserve funds to.the system
which then has more money to lend. Or the
system can cut the banks’ loanable funds by
selling Government securities; the purchaser
draws funds from his bank to pay the Federal
Reserve.

CcV—1117
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A gage of the effectiveness of this policy
is the reserve position of the banks. Mem-
‘ber banks of the System are required to
keep on deposit with the System amounts
equal to a specified percentage of the de-
posits on their own books. The percentage
varies from city to city; for major New York
banks, it's 18 percent. For several weeks,
banks have had to borrow heavily from the
System to keep their reseryes up to mini-
mum levels, At the close of business last
Wednesday, the banks’' reserves exceeded
requirements by $462 million, but this was
more than accounted for by borrowings to-
taling $840 million.

New York City bankers figure the Reserve
System may make a prime rate boost a bit
more palatable to their customers. They'd
like to time a prime rate increase to coin-
cide with a boost in the System's discount
rate—the rate at which it lends to member
banks. This rate now stands at 3} per-
cent.

Many bankers believe the Federal Reserve
would prefer to wait until after the steel
strike to boost the discount rate again. But
it may decide that it can’'t wait. The dis-
count rate normally is closely related to the
yield on new issues of 8-month Treasury
bills. Last week, however, the Treasury bill
rate climbed considerably above the dis-
count rate, and this week mounted still
further to a 28-year high of 3.880 percent.
“There's no doubt the situation is ripe for
a discount rate move,” says a New York
banker.

Another New York banker, however, in-
sists that a prime rate boost is imminent
whether the discount rate goes up or not.
“The pressure is building up at such a rate
that some banks may not be in the mood
to wait around for the System to act,” he
says. He recalls that banks last May boost-
ed the prime rate more than a week before
the discount rate was lifted.

To conserve their loanable funds, banks
are becoming increasingly selective in mak-
ing loans. “We now give primary considera-
tion to whether a customer has any call
on us—in other words, is he a customer of
long standing who keeps up his compen-
sating balances?" says one New York bank-
er.
Banks generally require business borrow-
ers to keep on deposit with them amounts
equal to about 20 percent of their loans,
Such deposits draw no interest and thus
increase the actual cost of the loans.

“Borrowers who have had no account
with us, or just small accounts,” says the
New York banker, “are finding it increas-
ingly hard to make the grade.”

[From the Washington Post, ‘Sept. 2, 1959]

A MATTER OF JUSTICE TO GOVERNMENT BOND
BUYERS
(By J. A. Livingston)

It's late, 11th-hour late, yet not too late
for Congress to act responsibly and grant
justice to 40 million E- and H-bond holders
and other investors in Government bonds.

One of the last things President Eisen-
hower did before taking off for Europe was
to send a special message to the Senate and
the House. In nontechnical language, he
said: Give Secretary of the Treasury Ander-
son the power he meeds to do his job of
handling the national debt. But congres-
sional leaders have put the request in the
ho-hum file.

This dalliance takes money ocut of the
pockets of you and me—of anyone who owns
an E- or an H-bond. It mocks the efforts

of Treasury to sell savings bonds
and long-term bonds.
The of the Treasury seeks au-

thority to eliminate the interest rate ceiling
of 328 percent on E- and H-bonds. He
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wants fo pay 38.76 percent on newly sold
bonds. When and if the rate goes up, Secre-
tary of the Treasury Anderson intends to in-
crease payments on all E- and H-bonds out-
standing by at least one-half percent. In
addition, all E- and H-bonds issued at the
3.26 percent rate during June, July, and Au-
gust will automatically get a boost to 3.75
percent.

The Secretary isn't glving Government
money away. The rate has to go up as a
practical matter. It ought to go up as a
matter of fairness, justice.

REDEMPTIONS ARE HEAVY

Many savings and most savings and loan
associations pay as much or better than 3.26
percent. That's why redemptions of savings
bonds have exceeded sales in recent months.
The present interest rate is competitively too
low. Why give the Treasury your savings
when you can do better elsewhere?

President Eisenhower also asked Congress
to eliminate the present 41; percent ceiling
on marketable bonds. The House Ways and
Means Democrats tacked a rider on this pro-
posal directing the Federal Reserve System,
whenever feasible and consistent with sound
monetary policy, to purchase Government
bonds. "I didn't care one way or another
about the amendment,” says WILBUR K D.
Mirrs, Democrat, of Arkansas, committee
chairman, “but I felt it was necessary for
votes.”

William McChesney Martin, Jr,, Chalrman
of the Federal Reserve Board, argued the
amendment would hamper the Board in
fighting inflation. Secretary Anderson sup-
ported him, The committee thereupon
tabled the proposal. The Senate hasn't even
considered the plan formally,

Influential Democrats in hoth Houses op-
pose higher interest rates. They feel that
the Federal Reserve System can buy Gov-
ernment bonds, force interest rates down
and, thus, lower the cost of carrying the U.S.
debt. This, they say, would make unneces-
sary a change in the 414 -percent celling on
marketable bonds.

WHY THE IMPASSE

To Martin, Anderson, and orthodox mone-
tary theorists, this would make money too
easy and too plentiful. That's the impasse.
Congress says the Reserve should rescue the
Treasury. The administration says Congress
should give the Treasury the tools to do it
itself.

It seems to me that Congress has a
trustee's responsibility to owners of savings
bonds who are not “hep” to the ways of
finance. They don’t understand the intri-
cacles of money rates. It's unfair to keep
them locked in bonds paying 3.26 percent
and less when rates elsewhere are higher.

Congress also has a practical responsibil-
ity—not only in savings bonds but in mar-
ketable bonds. If people redeem savings
bonds faster than they buy them, then Sec-
retary Anderson has to railse new cash to
pay off the redemptionists. Government
debt becomes “unfinanced.”

AT B3 CENTS ON THE DOLLAR

The 4%4-percent interest-rate ceiling on
long-term bonds compels Anderson to sell
only short-term securities. Some Govern-
ment bonds today can be bought at 83 cents
on the dollar. Some sell to yield as high as
4.5 percent. So Anderson can't ask Investors,
bankers, insurance companies, investment
trusts to buy 4 -percent bonds—securities
maturing in more than 5 years. Like the
3.26-percent ceiling on savings bonds, the
41, -percent rate on marketable bonds is ob-
golete and noncompetitive.

For Congress to adjourn without acting
on the interest rates would be irresponsible.
It would justify President Eisenhower’s call-
ing a special session. When the Treasury
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has no alternative but to sell strictly short-
term securities, it is putting out the closest
thing possible to irredeemable paper money.

Is that what the American people want?
Is that what the Democratic leadership s
prepared to defend and sponsor?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In connec-
tion with the Senator’s remarks, it oc-
curs to me this might be an appropriate
place to insert in the REcorp a state-
ment I had prepared showing the annual
average rate of interest on offerings of

_public marketable securities other than
regular Treasury weekly bills, from 1929
to 1959.

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment and table appear at this point in
the RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment and table were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR LONG OF LOUISIANA

I have asked the Leglslative Reference
Service of the Library of Congress to pre-
pare for me a table showing the average
annual rate of interest on offerings of public
marketable securities other than regular
Treasury weekly bills from 1829 through
19569. In view of the current proposal of
the administration that Congress increase
the celling on Treasury long-term bonds, I
think that a study of this table is appro-
priate at this time,

Since 1952 these interest rates have in-
creased from approximately 2 percent to over
83; percent. This is due to the deliberate
tight-money, high-interest-rate policy of the
present administration. You will note that
the general trend of higher interest rates
was halted in 19568 when our country suf-
fered a sharp economic decline, It is my
feeling that, in some measure, this recession
was due to the tight-money policy which
can only be effective in curbing inflation if
it curtalls economic activity.

During 1957 when the average rate on
these securities had risen to almost 3.7 per-
cent from its level of 2.0256 percent in 1952,
the cost of industry borrowing and con-
sumer borrowing had risen to such an extent
that economic activity was sharply curtalled.

I would like to comment parenthetically
that I noticed yesterday that the Treasury
had to pay its highest price in 26 years to
borrow money for 90 days.

The Democrats have traditionally been the
party of low interest rates. I think this table
demonstrates that this assertion is justified.

When President Roosevelt was sworn in in
1033, this interest rate was over 3 percent.
In 1034 it had declined to less than 214 per-
cent and it stayed under 2 percent almost
every year until 1952, In the immediate
postwar years, this interest rate was below
1 percent.

Mr. President, I think that this table is
an interesting study for the Members of this
body and I commend it to their attention.
Under unanimous consent, I insert in the
CONGRESSIONAL REecorp the table which I
had prepared entitled “Annual Average Rate
of Interest on Offerings of Public Marketa-
ble Becurities Other Than Regular Treasury
Weekly Bllls, 1920-59":

Annual average rate of interest on offerings
of public marketable securities other than

regular Treasury weekly bills, 1929-59

Annual average

rate of interest

o e e Wi e b L L P, 3.788
1958 -- 2,602
1957 3.670
1956_ 2. 844

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Annual average rate of interest on offerings
of public marketable securities other than
regular Treasury weekly bills, 1929~59~=
Continued

Annual average

rate of interest
1955 s - 2.121
1954 1.728
1953 2.413
1952 =2 2.025
1951 - 1. 8565
1950. e 1.371
1049 . 1.220
1948 1.200
1047 0. 959
1946._ pialt = 0.875
1945 - 1,466
b1 % g R T R e R 1,431
1943 1.495
1942 “=-1.528
1941. e 2-= 2,149
1940 1.431
1939 - 1.939
L] IS 2 G SIS SR R A T AR D 2.203
1937_. -- 1,915
DL L RS T T - 2.403
1935 2.028
1934 2.471
1933 Y 3.026
1932 2.835
1031 2 EI 2.923
1930, G 2.6156
1929____ e -~ 4.507

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the fol-
lowing bills of the Senate:

S.685. An act to exempt from all taxation
certain property of the Assoclation for Child-
hood Education International in the District
of Columbia;

S.1372. An act to extend the jurisdiction
of the Domestic Relations Branch in the
Municipal Court for the District of Columbia
to cover the adjudication of property rights
in certain actions arising in the District of
Columbia; and

8. 2035. An act authorizing persons main-
talning or defending actions in the District
of Columbia on behalf of a minor to give
releases of llability, and requiring persons
recelving money or property in settlement of
such actions or in satisfaction of a judgment
in any such actlon to be appolnted as guar-
dian of the estate of such minor.

The message also announced that the
House having proceeded to reconsider the
bill (H.R. 7509) entitled “An act making
appropriations for civil functions ad-
ministered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencies of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and the Tennessee
Valley Authority, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1960, and for other pur-
poses,” returned by the President of the
United States with his objections, to the
House of Representatives, in which it
originated, it was—

Resolved, That the sald bill do not pass,
two-thirds of the House of Representatives
not agreeing to pass the same,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

S.3800. An act to amend the act of August

28, 1958, establishing a study commission for
certain river basins, so as to provide for the
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appointment to such Commission of separate
representatives for the Guadalupe and San
Antonio River Basins, and of a representative
of the Texas Board of Water Engineers;

5.417. An act to place in trust status cer-
tain lands on the Standing Rock Sioux Res-
ervation in North Dakota and South Dakota;

8.551. An act to declare portons of Bayous
Terrebonne and LeCarpe, La. to be non-
navigable streams;

5.994. An act to authorize the SBecretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and main-
taln the Spokane Valley project, Washington
and Idaho, under Federal reclamation laws:

S.1221. An act to amend the act author-
izing the Crooked River Federal reclama-
tion project, Oregon, in order to increase the
capacity of certain project features for fu-
ture irrigation of additional lands;

S.1448. An act to change the name of the
Abraham Lincoln National Historical Park
at Hodgenville, Ky.,, to Abraham Lincoln
Birthplace National Historic Site;

S.1453. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell and convey certain
lands in the State of Iowa to the city of
Keosauqua;

S.1521. An act to provide for the removal
of the restriction on use with respect to a
certaln tract of land in Cumberland County,
’fseansn., conveyed to the State of Tennessee in

5. 1645. An act to amend section 4161 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to
computation of good time allowances for
prisoners;

5. 1647, An act to amend section 4083, title
18, United States Code, relating to peni-
tentiary imprisonment;

S.1947. An act relating to the authority
of the Customs Court to appoint employees,
and for other purposes;

$.2013. An act to amend section 511(h) of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
in order to extend the time for commitment
of construction reserve funds;

$.2029. An act to authorize a per capita
distribution of funds arising from a judg-
ment in favor of the Confederated Tribe of
Siletz Indians in the State of Oregon, and
for other purposes;

S5.2118. An act to amend section 4488 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard is operating to pre-
scribe  regulations governing lifesaving
equipment, firefighting equipment, muster
lists, ground tackle, hawsers, and bilge sys-
tems aboard vessels, and for other purposes;

5.2334. An act to transfer from the De-
partment of Commerce to the Department
of Labor certain functions in respect of in-
surance benefits and disability payments to
seamen for World War II service-connected
injuries, death, or disability, and for other
purposes;

S5.2339. An act to amend the law relating
to the distribution of the funds of the Creek
Tribe;

5.2421. An act to amend the Klamath
Termination Act; and

S5.2435. An act to provide that certain
funds in the Treasury of the United States
to the credit of the Confederated Bands of
Ute Indians be transferred to the credit of

the Ute Mountain Tribe of the Ute Moun-
taln Reservation, Colo.

OPPOSITION TO INVITATION TO
KHRUSHCHEV TO ADDRESS A
JOINT SESSION OF CONGRESS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, each day
brings another newspaper editorial or
congressional speech wurging that
Khrushchev be invited to address a joint
session of Congress during his visit.
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Those who a few weeks ago were as-
suring us that the Khrushchev visit im-
plied no honor or tribute to him and
what he represents are now attempting
to broaden the scope of his welcome in
ways that can only imply just that.

An invitation to Ehrushchev to ad-
dress a joint session of Congress, or either
branch of Congress, is an honor, a trib-
ute, and a token of approval which there
is no gainsaying.

My attitude toward the Khrushchev
visit to this country is already in the
Recorp and I see no need to repeat it. In
my previous speech, I tried to point out
why I believe that the arguments ad-
vanced for bringing Khrushchev to this
country are either superficial or specious.
- But even if these arguments for the
visit were valid, they would have no va-
lidity whatever when applied to the ques-
tion of Ehrushchev's addressing a joint
session of Congress.

A Ehrushchev appearance before Con-
gress could not further negotiations for
peace. It could not really add to his
knowledge of the United States. It could
not impress upon him the strength of our
country. It could not serve to give him
any real knowledge of how our people
live or how our Government functions.

It could not add appreciably to the
ample opportunity for increased “under-
standing,” already offered EKhrushchev
by our television and press coverage.

An invitation to a foreign leader to
address Congress is a ceremonial honor,
pure and simple. To extend it to
Ehrushchev is a needless, shameless,
purposeless affront to our free parlia-
mentary traditions extending over almost
two centuries.

Perhaps only those who have attend-
ed joint sessions of Congress can per-
ceive the full significance of such an in-
vitation.

If such a ceremony ever takes place, it
will bring out the entire top level of our
three branches of Government to do
honor to Khrushchev.

One Senator has suzgested that the
President of the United States be on
hand to introduce Ehrushchev with ap-
propriate warmth.

The Supreme Court Justices in their
black robes, the members of the Cabinet,
the full membership of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, and the
world’s leading diplomats will all be on
hand to rise and to applaud Khru-
shchev as he marches down the center
aisle of the House Chamber and ascends
to the rostrum heretofore reserved for
spokesmen for freedom.

And the same “courtesy’” which moves
so many to advocate at Khrushchev
joint session of Congress would presum-
ably also move the assembled represen-
tatives of our Nation to applaud the
Communist propaganda of his speech.

And I suppose that at the end of an
hour or two of falsehood, misrepresenta-
tion, and fraud, courtesy will again de-
mand that we applaud Khrushchev's
performance and rise in a final tribute
to him as he leaves the Chamber.

Such a pieture to me seems almost too
fantastic and incredible to imagine in a
free world of sane and rational men.

Despite the repeated protestations
that no dishonor or shame would be in-
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volved in such proceedings, I can 1n-
terpret them in no other way.

I would not have believed such a thing
possible had not influential Members of
Congress and respected organs of the
press advocated it.

So far as I have been able to follow
this matter, three reasons have been
brought forth in favor of Khrushchev's
appearance at a joint session.

The first is that it would be an act
of discourtesy not to invite him,

In the few short weeks since the invi-
tation was announced, the meaning of
the word “courtesy” has undergone a
strange metamorphosis.

In the days immediately following the
announcement, courtesy quite properly
meant refraining from insults, jeers or
egg-throwing. A week or two later,
courtesy came to preclude even boycotts,
peaceful picketing or merely the ignor-
ing of Khrushchev.

And now we are told courtesy de-
mands that we not only refrain from
any show of unpleasantness or even in-
attention, but that we extend to Khru-
shehev the greatest public honor we can
bestow upon any visiting chief of state,
an invitation to address Congress.

Perhaps tomorrow we shall be told by
the editorial writers and exchange en-
thusiasts that in the name of eourtesy
we must cheer Khrushchev, laugh at his
homely stories, and put on a real demon-
stration of warmth and affection for this
arch criminal.

The second reason advanced in favor
of a Khrushchev joint session is the ob-
scure and fuzzy notion that it is de-
sirable in order to enable the Members
of Congress to observe Khrushchev at
close range, reading his prepared speech
in his native tongue, and thus to gain
a better understanding of him.

The congressional Chamber is ap-
parently to be turned into some sort of
laboratory or zoo where the Members can
study the creature at close range, gain
some deep insight into his character
and presumably emerge from the experi-
ence with an enhanced understanding
of world affairs.

This argumentation represented in my
judgment a low point in the history of
tortured logic until I heard the third
reason, which surely carries off the prize.

Ii is held by some legislators that the
sight of Congress assembled in the House
Chamber will, in some mysterious man-
ner, impress upon Khrushechev  the
strength of this country and the worth
and vitality of our free institutions.

There is an unconscious vanity and an
ironic humor in this attitude of Sena-
tors and Representatives which should
not be lost upon the contingent in the
press gallery and which should bring out
the best satiric efforts of our cartoonists.

The more one reflects upon the idea
that the sight of Congress will impress
Khrushchev, the more absurd it be-
comes., In some unexplained manner,
the sight of several hundred men sitting
on the floor of Congress listening to
Khrushchev's speech is expected to con-
vey an impression of strength and vigor.

Khrushchev knows what he is and
what he has done. He knows the calcu~
lated distortions and misrepresentations
abounding in his speeches for our con=-
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sumption. He knows of his own plans
for subjugating our people.

Will he therefore be impressed by the
sight of our leaders receiving his mis-
representations with cordiality and ap-
plause? Or will our friendliness give
him an impression of weakness, of stu-
pidity, of lambs ready for the slaughter?

It may be that Khrushchev will detect
in the strong visages and impressive de-
portment of our Senators and Repre-
sentatives some deep repository of wis-
dom and strength which will increase his
respect for our country and its institu-
tions. But I venture to say that if he
does, he will be evincing an insight more
profound and penetrating than that of
many who have visited these halls.

For it is not in outward appearances
that the strength and worth of Congress
lie. These can be found only in the long
web of tradition, the struggle to fulfill
the goals of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence and our Constitution, the
quest for and the defense of freedom, the
slow but constant attempts to perfect
our system of free institutions, the en-
during vigor and vitality of the elective
process, the attitudes, traditions and
concepts developed in two centuries of
m‘deal to keep faith with the democratic
1 "

Are we preserving those traditions, are
we keeping faith with those ideals if we
say now that a EKhrushchev is as wel-
come here as a Churchill?

Supporters of the KEhrushehev invita-
tion to address Congress will say to me,
“Everything you say about Khrushchev
may be true, and everything you say
about freedom may be true, but it is all
beside the point. It gets us nowhere in
this situation.”

Mr. President, it is not beside the
point. It is the point.

Arnold Toynbee has said that a civili=
zation begins to fall'when it begins to
lose contact with the origins of its great-
ness.

Are we not losing contact with the
origins of our greatness when strange
notions of courtesy to Communist dic-
tators are more important than old val-
ues and codes of conduct? If the origins
of our greatness are to be found in the
love of liberty, in a contagious idealism,
in an approach to national and world
problems based on religious convictions
and moral prineciples, then we cannot
succeed with mores that are so sophisti-
cated, so tolerant of evil, that we will
permit, if only for an hour, the en-
thronement in our Capitol of the human
embodiment of tyranny.

The leaders of free people cannot, like
so many pawnbrokers, trim their values
to suit each shifting demand of expe-
diency. We cannot trade in our basic
convictions and attitudes in return for a
fanciful code of diplomatic etiquette.

Somewhere the line must be drawn.
Somewhere there must remain an invi=
olable and undefiled temple of our
democracy and our civilization within
which tyrants are not permitted. That
temple should be this Capitol of the
United States, this citadel of freedom,
this symbol of democracy, this monu-
ment not alone of stone and steel, but
of the words, the hopes, the sacrifices of
a free people.
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Mr. President, not a single precedent
for inviting Khrushchev to address the
Congress can be found anywhere in our
history. Congress must not be hurried,
without sufficient reflection, into mock=-
ing its past.

My understanding is that a joint ses-
sion could be arranged in either of the
following ways:

It could be brought about by the lead-
ership of both Houses without a joint
resolution, without debate, and without
any expression of the will of the mem-
bership.

Or it could be brought about by the
passage of a joint resolution which is
normally done perfunctorily, by unani-
mous consent, but which technically is
debatable and which can be brought to
a record vote.

Some Senators have served notice that
if a joint session is not arranged they
would favor a Khrushchev session of the
Senate alone and at least one resolution
to that effect has already been promised,
a resolution which would be debatable
and which could be brought to a vote.

I have written to our distinguished ma-
jority leader asking that any Khru-
shehey invitation to address Congress be
presented to the entire membership for
action. I have asked that before any
unanimous-consent request is made con-
cerning such an invitation I be notified
so that I could be on hand to object, to
insist upon a debate, and, with the help
of my colleagues, to bring about an ex-
pression of the will of each Senator on
this question through a recorded vote.

We all share in the prerogatives and
powers of this body. We all share in the
responsibility for its actions. If this
Congress is to submit to having its ros-
trum used as a forum for a murderer,
an assassin, and a tyrant, then such an
act should represent the expressed will,
not just of the leaders, but of the entire
membership.

I do not presume to be a spokesman
for the honor, the traditions, and the
ideals of this Congress. Surely, when
such an invitation is brought before this
body, revered and elder Members who
love the Senate and all that it represents
will rise to speak out against its defile-
ment.

Surely one by one my colleagues will
rise to swell the chorus of opposition to
a Khrushchev performance in this Con-
gress.

Surely the Congress of the United
States will, in the end, etch indelibly over
its portals the inscription, “Only friends
of freedom may enter here.”

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
at the outset may I extend my commen-
dation and my admiration to the distin-
guished and able Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Doppl for the remarks he has
made. May I also say that I am in com-
plete accord with everything that he has
stated.

Without a doubt, Mr. Khrushchev is
a good politician in and expert on the
Soviet Union, but there is not a thing
he can tell the Congress, and not one of
us in interested in listening to any of his
harangues. We have, unfortunately,
heard of too many of them already.

As the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut so ably stated, the privilege
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of appearing before a joint session of
Congress should certainly be reserved
for Americans of distinction and
achievement, for a visiting chief of state,
and for the heads of friendly govern-
ments. Khrushchev does not come
within any of those categories. He is
not the head of a friendly nation. He is
not a chief of state. He is not a man of
distinetion and achievement in this
country, and the invitation is extended
only to persons in one of those cate-
gories, plus, of course, the President of
the United States.

We want no part of Khrushchey in
the Halls of Congress. On the other
hand, the Senator from Connecticut and
I agree that as he comes to this country
as a guest of the President of the United
States, he should be treated with dig-
nity and with courtesy.

We want him to go throughout the
land. We want him to see the broad
expanse of this Nation. We want him to
visit our great industrial cities. There
are many such cities, including my
home city of Cleveland, Ohio. There,
recent immigrants from the old world,
first generation Americans, and men and
women of various and diverse ethnic
origins—of Italian, Slovak, Greek, Rus-
sian, Czech, and Polish descent—live in
peace, friendliness, comfort, and mutual
respect.

We want Mr. Khrushcheyv to see these
things. Perhaps he will have sense
enough and prudence enough—although
I have grave doubts on that subject—
after seeing the expanse of our country
and the might of America, and judging
the determination and the might of a
great free people like ourselves, to go
back to the Soviet Union and take a new
look, and make a reappraisal of some of
dastardly things he has had to say and
the misconceptions he has of America,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DODD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that my
friend from Connecticut may yield to me
with the understanding that he will not
lose his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am not sure I heard the unani-
mous-consent request. What was the
request?

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. That the
Senator from Connecticut may yield to
me without losing his right to the floor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have no
objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to inform the Sena-
tors present and, through the aides of
the Senate, those who are not on the
floor at the moment, that the distin-
guished minority leader informs me the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
NEDY] and the other members of the con-
ference committee have reached an
agreement in the conference, and I think
that perhaps 13 of the 14 conferees—
perhaps only 12 of the 14—will sign the
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report on the labor bill. It is expected
the report will be presented today.

I am informed by the Parliamentarian
that as soon as the report is presented,
if it is agreeable to the members of both
sides of the aisle, and if they are willing
to discuss it, we can take it up without
it going over for a day, by motion. I
am also informed that it would be agree-
able to the minority leadership to have
the report discussed as late as 12 o'clock
this evening.

Under the order previously entered we
will meet at 11 a.m. tomorrow. Perhaps
we could hope for a vote sometime then.

I simply want the Members to be on
notice. I am informed that agreement
has been reached in the conference com-
mittee, and we will be prepared to con-
sider the conference report as soon as the
chairman of the conference is ready to
present it. The Senate will act first.

I am also informed that the Appropria-
tions Committee of the House is meet-
ing at 4:30 this afternoon to consider
the action it should take on the public
works appropriation bill. We can look
for prompt action in the House in con-
nection with that matter.

The conference committee either has
agreed or is about to agree on the mili-
tary construction appropriation bill. We
would expect to present that conference
report, which will have high priority.

I say all of these things while the aides
of the Senate are under instructions to
inquire as to the wishes of the Members
of the Senate, as to whether we should be
in session on Saturday and on Monday.
If the majority of the Members of the
Senate feel that they can be present dur-
ing those days, and we can run late and
keep our discussion at a minimum, it is
very possible that we could conclude the
session at a reasonably early date.

It looks now as if the mutual security
bill, the labor bill—whatever action may
have to be taken in connection with the
housing bill—the public works appro-
priation bill, the civil rights bill, and any
other bills could be taken up by motion
at the proper time.

So I hope all Members will try to ar-
range their engagements so as to be
here during the next few weeks, so that
we can conclude action on these meas-
ures. I particularly wanted to give as
much advance notice on the labor con-
ference report as possible,

Mr. DIRKSEN rose.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I fully
concur in the desire of the majority
leader to secure expeditious action on
the conference report.

We have been actually engaged in
conference 12 or 13 days—perhaps
longer, as a matter of fact—and as one
of the conferees, I am quite happy over
the fact that we could compose our dif-
ferences and come in with an agreed
report. I see my distinguished friend
from Michigan and other Senators are
present. The sooner it is expedited for
action I think the better it will be, and
of course it will be in the interest of
expeditious adjournment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I want to commend the distin-
guished junior Senator from Massachu-
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setts [Mr. Kenneny], the able minority
leader, and all their colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, who worked so long,
so diligently, and so faithfully in con-
nection with this very difficult subject.

I am informed that there was one
Member of each body who did not sign
the conference report—that 12 or 13 of
the 14 voted for it. I think that is a fine
testimonial of the very effective efforts
of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KEeNNEDY], of the minority leader, of the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, and of others who worked so
diligently.

. Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr, WILEY., It seems to me, if the
majority leader will pay attention, in
view of the fact that the conferees have
labored so long, and we have been labor-
ing here, that we ought to try to recess
at a reasonable hour tonight, and have
an understanding to that effect. If the
explanations are not satisfactory they
can go over until tomorrow. It seems to
me that if the majority leader, who has
been always, let us say, so willing to
agree to matters of this kind, will agree
that we could leave at, say, 6:30 or 7:30
tonight, and go over until 11 o’clock in
the morning, we could have a full ex-
planation and understand what the dif-
ferences of those two Members were.

I am informed, though I would not say
that I have it confirmed, that there is
one of the Members who did not sign the
report who threatened to talk for hours.
If that is so, I think we ought to have
the speech in the morning and not have
it tonight, when although Senators are
not tired, they are a little bit exhausted.
I am sure the minority leader looks as
if he has been “pulled through a knot-
hole” or something of that kind—tired
and worn.

I make the point that that is what we
ought to do, in the interest of quickly
getting rid of the matters before us.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator for his point.

Mr. WILEY. Is that all I get?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I talked to
the Senator’s leader at some length. We
await the pleasure of the chairman of
the conference and the other members.

I always try to be reasonable. Last
night we got out of here at 5:30 or 6
o'clock.

Mr. WILEY. It was a quarter of 7.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The night
before, at the Senator's suggestion, we
got out of here at a reasonable hour, 6
o’clock.

We are in the last days of the session.
I do not know how long Senators wish
to discuss this matter. I should like to
have more information from them be-
fore I make a final decision. When I
make a commitment I keep it, but I do
not want to make one at this time.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the remarks of
the majority leader and other Senators
on procedural points be printed after my
remarks in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AUTHORIZATION FOR ENTIRE
STAFF OF COMMITTEE ON LABOR
AND PUBLIC WELFARE TO BE ON
FLOOR DURING CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON LA~
BOR BILL '

Mr. GOLDWATER., Mr. President,
the rule relating to the number of staff
members who may be on the floor at one
time would permit only one member of
the minority staff of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare to be present
during the consideration of the con-
ference report on the labor bill. Because
of the very unusual nature of the con-
ference report and the circumstances
which surround it, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire staff of the commit-
tee may be permitted to be on the floor
during the time when the conference re-
port on the labor bill is discussed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

SURVEY OF PROPOSED OREGON
DUNES NATIONAL SEASHORE REC-
REATION AREA BY ROBERT W.
CHANDLER, OF THE BEND (OREG.)
BULLETIN

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, na-
tionwide interest attaches to the effort
on the part of certain Members of the
Senate to preserve scenic portions of the
country’s shoreline in national seashore
recreation areas under the supervision
of the U.S. National Park Service.

The pages of the REcorp have recently
contained extensive speeches on such
proposed parks by the senior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dovucras]l, by the
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR~
RAY], by the junior Senator from Texas
[Mr. YarporouGH], and by many other
leaders in the field of conservation of
our outdoor grandeur. These have been
outstanding speeches.

Looming large in any proposed legis=
lation for the national seashore recrea-
tion areas is the Oregon Dunes and Sea
Lion Caves National Seashore, along the
magnificent seacoast of my native State.
Indeed, this area has been recommended
for national park status by the National
Park Service Advisory Board of the In-
terior Department. Because I concur
thoroughly in this recommendation, I
have introduced legislation to transmit
the proposal into law. I have had en-
couragement in my efforts from the
administration through the Department
of the Interior.

For all these reasons, I believe Mem-
bers of the Senate will be interested in a
most illuminating series of articles which
appeared in the Bend (Oreg.) Bulletin
from August 24 until August 27, 1959, by
Robert W. Chandler, editor of that daily
newspaper. Although he himself re-
sides in an inland community, Mr.
Chandler journeyed to the Oregon coast
to ascertain personally the facts about
the proposed national seashore recrea-
tion area.

I will let Mr. Chandler's thorough
series of four articles speak for itself.
However, I am immensely heartened and
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encouraged by .t.i:e: concluding sentence
in his fourth artiele. It readsasfollows:

Aniong those who fully understand the
facts, support for the park can be found in
a slzable majority.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent fto include in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp the four articles on the proposed
Oregon Dunes National Seashore Recrea-
tion Area written by Robert W. Chandler,
of the Bend Bulletin.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Bend Bulletin, Aug. 24, 1959]

DuNEs PROPOSAL CREATES STIR IN OREGON;
SmEs CHOOSE Up For CONGRESSIONAL
FicHT—HERE ARE FacTs IN CoOAST PARK
CONTROVERSY

(EpiTor’s NoTe: In March this year the Na-
tional Park Service reported results of a year-
long survey of recreation areas on the Pacific
coast. Included in recommendations accom-
panying the survey was one that an area be-
tween Florence and Reedsport on the Oregon
coast, plus Oregon’s Sea Lion Caves, be set
aside as a national recreation area. The pro-
posal has been the subject of considerable
discussion, within and without the area, since
that time. The editor of the Bend Bulletin
recently spent several days in the area, look-
ing over the proposal and discussing it with
proponents and opponents. His findings are
presented in a series of articles, the first of
which follows.)

(By Robert W. Chandler)

REEDSPORT, OREG.—Come to this Oregon city
where the Umpqua River runs into the Pa-
cific and you will hear considerable mention
of the park or the national park.

Ask what's golng on, and you will receive
a number of answers. Some of them demon-
strate a pretty thorough lack of familiarity
with the whole subject.

For the national park is, strictly speaking,
not a national park at all. At present it's a
strip of land of varying widths in the area
between Reedsport and Florence, 23 miles to
the north.

An advisory board to the National Park
Bervice has recommended it be acquired—
along with the Sea Lion Caves 12 miles north
of Florence, for the Oregon Coast National
Seashore Recreation Area.

‘What is such an area? Are there any in
Oregon now? What do people here think of
the proposal? How are such areas created?

It was to answer these and other ques-
tions that I have just spent time, effort, and
gasoline looking over the area.

The official description of the tentative
area involved—which could be changed in
some details after hearings to be held in the
area in October by committees of both the
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives—
is:

LOCATION

The sand dunes extend for a distance of
23 miles south of Florence. The Sea Lion
Caves area ls 12 miles north of Florence,

ACCESSIBILITY

The coast highway (US. 101) passes
through or is adjacent to the entire area.
"

DESCRIPTION OF AREA

The area comprises 24 miles of shoreline
with over 33,000 acres of upland. This in-
cludes three distinct types of land forms.
Fronting the ocean is an attractive, clean,
fine-textured, wide, sandy beach. Second is
a vast, desertlike expanse of moving sand
that has been swept up from the shore by
the wind and subsequently deposited and
formed into attractive dunes. The third and
easternmost type of land form is ancient,
forest-covered dunes which reach a maxi-
mum height of 450 feet above the sea. Also
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included are three Iirregular, freshwater
lakes which possess high scenic and recrea-
tion values. They vary greatly in size, rang-
ing from 130-acre Cleawox Lake, the smallest,
to Woahink Lake with slightly less than B00
acres, and Siltcoos Lake, which covers some
3,200 acres. Vegetative cover is comprised of
a dense, picturesque coniferous forest with
an understory of varied shrubs and a fine
rhododendron display. The Sea Lion Caves
site is a notable rookery for Steller sea lions,
California sea lions, and bird life of out-
standing interest. g

PRESENT USE

Present wuse consists almost solely of
recreation. The area includes one 522-acre
State park, and there are several developed
forest service campgrounds and picnic areas.
A considerable number of homes and cot-
tages exist around the lakes, The Sea Lion
Caves section is managed on a private com-
mercial basis.

ANALYSIS

‘The area Is adjudged to be of national im-
portance, not only for the manifold opportu-
nities for seashore recreation but also for
the inspirational worth of the resources to
the American citizen. The many superlative
values found here are of such high im-
portance as to warrant permanent preserva-
tion for the Nation as a whole.

Involved is an area of approximately 33,000
acres, about 60 percent of which already is
federally owned. Biggest single chunk re-
maining, about 3,000 acres, is part of the
Lake Tahwenitch tree farm of the Crown
Zellerbach Corp., and is logged-over land on
which the firm is raising pulpwood.

The balance is in some 25 or more—no one
seems to know just for sure how many—
private ownerships, some of them summer
homes, others permanent homes around the
lakes in the area, and a few small farms.

When the proposal first was announced,
three Oregon Members of Congress, Senators
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER and WAYNE MoORSE and
Congressman CHARLES O. PORTER, announced
they would support the Park BService pro-
posal. Bills have been introduced in Con-
gress for this purpose.

Hearings on Senate measures will be held
by NeuBERGER in Reedsport, October 5, and
Eugene, October 7. A tour of the area will
be held on October 6. Porrer will conduct
hearings late in October in Florence for the
House committee involved.

No sooner had the proposal been publicly
announced than the storm broke.

Everyone, it seemed to readers of the area’s
newspapers, had an immediate opinion on
the idea, Some were for it, and some vio-
lently opposed the whole thing.

Opinions were not confined to the area,
either. Oregon's Gov. Mark Hatfield, af-
ter an hour-long telephone conference with
Nevsercer, sald he thought the idea a good
one. Newspapers joined up. Tours of the
area were arranged.

Attempts were made by both sides to get
the Florence Chamber of Commerce to state
a position. Opinion among chamber mem-
bers is divided, so the chamber is standing
by for the present. A new organization, the
Western Lane Taxpayer's Assoclatlon was
formed, to fight the proposal.

Newspapers were flooded with propaganda,
from both sides.

One group said the recreation area would
be the saving of the Florence-Reedsport area,
which has not shared to date in the indus-
trial development of recent years along the
Oregon coast,

Another sald it would be the ruination of
the area, that schools would go broke, re-
tired persons would be shoved out of their
homes, property would go off tax rolls, and
that any administration under the National
Park Service would result in permanent in-
dustrial stagnation of the area.

Where does the truth lie, with the oppo-
nents or those who favor the development?
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Which group 1s right?

Of course, in any proposal as big as this
one, there is no single answer. There is no
absolute truth, no single set of facts,

On the whole, though, the weight of the
evidence favors the development under the
plan of the Park Service, it seems to me.

[From the Bend Bulletin, Aug. 25, 1859]

FI1GHT AGAINST CoAST PARK AREA BEING LED
BY TAXPAYER'S GROUP

(By Robert W. Chandler)

FLORENCE, Oreg.—One might think that
the idea of a new national recreation area
here—which would have the effect of put-
ting Florence on the Nation's maps in a
more prominent position than it now
holds—would be universally popular,

‘Tain’t so, brother.

This is not to say the idea is universally
unpopular, either. Although opponents are
far more vocal than those who favor the
idea, one would be mistaken if he felt
everyone here and in the proposal area is
against the idea.

Who is leading the well-publicized fight
against the proposal of the National Park
Service that a portion of the area between
here and Reedsport, 23 miles to the south,
be set aside as National Seashore Recreation
Area?

The main opposition seems to come from
the newly formed Western Lane Taxpayer's
Association. 'The association, led from
Florence, has dredged up all the help it can
get, including a couple of industries and
the remnants of a tribe of Indians.

HANDOUTS BY SCORE

Most wocal of the leaders are John 8,
Parker and Jack Hayes, who have been
writing handouts by the score, sending let-
ters to the editors of newspapers in and
beyond the area and engaging in other ac-
tivities one finds common to any longer
organized pressure group.

They are doing a professional job, too.
They are seizing upon every straw in the
wind which can help put across their point
of view.

What are their objections?

‘Well, these pieces were not intended to be
mere recitals of the positions bf various
groups. In traveling through the area I
tried to talk to persons who had no particular
ax to grind, one way or the other. I didn'
therefore, feel it necessary to tour the area
with Mr. Parker or Mr. Hayes, but instead
spent my time talking to others in the area
who might not already be committed on the
proposal,

One in this business has no trouble, how-
ever, finding out the position of the Western
Lane Taxpayer's Assoclation. It's ag'in the
whole idea.

Prominent in the opposition are real estate
interests, which have made a good thing out
of lakeside properties around three lakes in
the area.

There are those, too, who feel there Is con-
siderable industrial future in the area, in-
dustrial future which they fear will be
limited if companies are unable to use water
found in the dunes.

There are those who fear the loss of taxes
by local school districts.

There are those who disllke Government
encroachment in any form, here or else-
where.

PROPOSAL OPPOSED

There are large corporations operating in
the general area, Crown-Zellerbach and In-
ternational Paper, both of whom have gone
on record as opposing the idea.

There as those engaged in the motel busi-
ness who feel the State already is making it
too easy for persons to camp out along the
beach in the summer, and who fear the
Federal Government will make it even easier
in the future,
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And there are a heck of a lot of people
who are against the proposal without know-
ing why.,

This last is no real surprise, of course.
Too often Americans, including but not lim-
ited to newspapermen, make up their minds,
with little or no real information, t

And the publicity job done by the op-
position has been an excellent one, from
their point of view.

But, like every professional publicity job
of this sort, the Western Lane Taxpayer's As-
sociation has not attempted to present the
proposal fairly or to give both sides of the
picture,

This is not surprising, either. They're
against the idea, and they're trylng to sell
their position to others.

Some of the objections are strictly mat-
ters of opinion. One can argue them all day
and all night and not find an answer at
the end.

Others, however, can either be refuted or
proved,

OBJECTIONS NOT SPECIFIC

International Paper has not made a very
specific objection. Its local general man-
ager issued a statement last April which was
a formal protest because of the general lan-
guage and broad terms of the Neuberger en-
abling act, and the lack of time to study its
consequences.

Crown-Zellerbach was more specific. The
proposal would remove about one-third of
the acreage from its local tree farm, and
like any other large timber owner it doesn’'t
want to lose any productive acreage.

The Crown-Zellerbach objection has
largely fallen on deaf ears, though. The
company does no processing here. What-
ever is cut from its tree farm will go to
some Crown plant in another area, anyway.
Total employment of the Crown operation
here is estimated at 10-12 persons, at some-
time in the indefinite future.

The objection from International is much
more worrylng to many local people. At
Gardiner, near Reedsport, International has
a sawmill and plywood plant., It has been
making noises about putting in a pulp
plant—a big one, too—in Oregon. Reeds-
port people hope the plant will be located
in this area, but if such a decision has been
reached it isn't generally known here.

BASIS OF OBJECTIONS

International's objection, at any rate, 1s
based upon a water supply and effluent dis-
posal problem, since no company lands or
timber are involved in the proposal.

These objections seem to be entered merely
on the record, however, since effluent dis-
posal from a Gardiner pulp operation would
probably not involve the seashore area, and
Park Service officials seem to be kindly dis-
posed toward the use of industrial water
from the dunes, such as is proposed by
Pacific Power & Light and Menasha Wooden
Ware near North Bend.

Other objections seem in large part to be
due to a lack of information on the exact
proposal. There is conslderable misinfor-
mation, some of it due to deliberate distor-
tions and other the natural result of stories
passing from person to person.

Don't, however, count out the Western
Lane Taxpayers' Association. The group is
well organized, skillfully led and well
financed.

Lesser groups have caused fatal illnesses to
similar proposals elsewhere in the past.

[From the Bend Bulletin, Aug. 26, 1959]
Parx ProrosaL Courp Resurt 1w MucH Goop
TO STATE COAST AREA
(By Robert W. Chandler)

FLORENCE, OrEG.—If there's so much oppo-
sition to the proposal to make part of the
area between here and Reedsport into a na-
tional seashore recreation area, there must
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be something wrong with the idea. Is there
anything good about it?

Well, unless the whole thing is handled
very carefully by both the National Park
Service, which would have charge of the new
facility, and local people, there would bhe
something wrong with the idea. At the same
time, there are some very good things about
it.

In the first place, this area of the Oregon
coast—between the Umpqua and Siuslaw
Rivers—has been bypassed by the big indus-
trial boom which has been enjoyed at Coos
Bay to the south and Yaquina Bay to the

BYPASS SEEN

And because of varlous geographic fac-
tors, it is highly likely that the boom will
bypass this area for a number of years to
come.

The area originally was built through har-
vests of timber and salmon. Salmon runs
have decreased greatly over the years, and
much timber has been cut off. There is
stiffer competition for the logs which are
left.
Bo, during recent years the coast—Ilike
many other parts of Oregon—has worked
hard to improve its tourist business.

After all, a dollar is a dollar, whether it
comes from a millhand or the fat man in
the Bermuda shorts,

And the coast has done a good job. The
care and feeding of tourists now is the sec-
ond largest source of income for the area,
and bids fair to beat out the lumber indus-
try if present trends continue.

MORE CAMPGROUNDS

Others have helped out. Oregon has lo-
cated about one-third of its State parks in
the area between the Columbia River and
the California border south of Brookings.
U.S. Forest Service public campgrounds are
growing in number and size.

Honeyman State Park, located just south
of this town, is one of the State's finest, It
will hold 1,400 campers. It's full early in
the day on holidays and fills up fairly reg-
ularly all summer long.

Sea Lion Caves, located north of here and
also scheduled to become a part of the na-
tional recreation area, caters to thousands
of persons each year. For 65 cents, adult,
and 256 cents, child, you can climb down a
trail and look at the sea lions in their cave.
Coming out, when you are out of breath,
you can buy souvenirs—at least most visi-
tors seem to do so.

The owners of the caves are sitting pretty
in all this business. They figure that if the
Federal Government doesn't buy them out,
the State will. And in the meantime, pre-
sumably, the price keeps going up.

Presumably, too, if this area is to be pur-
chased by the Federal Government and
made into a national recreation area, cooler
heads will prevall, and some of the heat
which has been created by the Western Lane
Taxpayer's Assoclation will cool off.

WHAT TO EXPECT

What then could the area expect if such
& program were started?

Well, a gradual development would ensue.
The Government, according to National Park
Service personnel, would take full advan-
tage of existing facllities to handle the
crowds at first. Things would begin to move
faster after a 2- or 3-year planning period.

Second, homeowners in the area would
have lifetime tenancy of the homes they sell
to the Government. So the population
change would be very gradual.

Third, homes and concessions would re-
main on the tax rolls. So the effect, if any,
on local school districts, for example, would
be slow. What else could be expected?

There is at present only one national sea-
shore recreation area operating in the United
States. Congressman CHARLES O. PoRTER, of

CONGRESSIONAL: RECORD — SENATE

this district, recently visited it, at Cape Hat-
teras, N.C.

PorTER Wwas quite Impressed with the
whole area.

The NPS has constructed a museum of the
sea in the area, has a crew of naturalists
and rangers on hand to explain varlous
things to visitors. The State of North Caro-
lina is building a $3 million bridge to open
up a new portion of the area.

What about the tourist, that fellow who's
g0 important down here?

Well, judging from Cape Hatteras figures
and those of other NSP-administered areas,
the already booming Oregon coast tourist
industry would boom even more. Tourism
is increasing all over the country, but the
Park Service can show that areas under
their control are showing considerably big-
ger increases than the average.

ANOTHER PROBLEM

The great dunes themselves have created
yet another problem. For they are on the
move, although there is some argument as
to how much they are moving. Dunes con-
trol work has been carried on by the Soll
Conservation Service and the State Highway
Department in recent years.

Perhaps the most important factor, to this
area, of the whole proposal is that it would
put the Florence-Reedsport area on the na-
tional map in a big way.

The area at present has not enjoyed the
tourist growth of the area to the north, or
the industrial development of the area to
the south. Severe competition for timber
supplies in the future probably will keep
any big-scale industrial development lim-
ited to companies presently operating in the
area.

And the care and feeding of tourists, ap-
parently, can continue to promote the
growth of the area where nothing else can.

VISITORS ASSURED

The pressure of population, growing in
this country at an increasing rate, and the
fact that there's something fascinating about
the moving, booming sea and its moving
shore, will insure more visitors to Oregon
beaches in the future.

California, the colossus to the south, has
not handled its beaches as wisely as has
Oregon, The inevitable result will be to
push Californians northward during the
summer seasons.

There are reasons, then, good reasons, for
establishing such an area here.

What do the people here think about it?

Well, some of them have changed their
minds since the proposal first was an-
nounced. And the opinion seems to vary
depending upon the location of the person
holding the opinion.

—_—

[From the Bend Bulletin, Aug. 27, 1959]

OrPOsITION TO DUNES PLAN FoUnp TO CENTER
IN FLORENCE AREA
(By Robert W. Chandler)

REEDPORT, OREG.—What do residents of the
area think of the idea of having a national
seashore recreation area established between
here and Florence?

Well, if one were to Inform himself solely
by reading the results of a well-organized
“letter to the editor" campaign, he would
think everyone is against the idea.

That’s not true.

Actually, most of the opposition comes
from the Florence area. And it's changing
there, In addition, not everyone in Florence,
by any means, is against the idea.

When the National Park Service proposal
first was announced in March, reaction was
immediate.

Dave Holman, editor of the Florence News
Advertiser, told a reporter at that time that
“opinion on the proposal is fairly evenly
divided."”
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But the other day he told this reporter
that “85 percent of the people in the area
are against the park idea.”

Holman has joined the ranks of the op-
ponents of the park in the meantime, and it
is probable that this has colored his measure-
ment of the opinions of others,

RAPID FALLOUT

Actually, opposition dies out fairly rapid-
1y beginning at the Florence city limits. By
the time one gets to the other end of the
area, down here, the idea is fairly popular.
Drive further south, to North Bend or Coos
Bay, and most people favor it. The same
seems true further north, around Waldport
or Newport.

It would be a mistake, however, to think
that even the most vocal opponents are
against the whole idea.

Even opponents agree that the area west
of Highway 101 through the, area has its
greatest value to this area as a tourist at-
traction. The controversy arises largely over
the shorelines of the three freshwater lakes
in the area, all on the east side of the high-
WAaY.

Opposition from around the lakes seems to
come in large part from persons holding
property for eventual speculative develop-
ment, from those with low value properties
hoping to sell at some future time at a big
profit and from some resort operators who
are fearful their operations will not come
up to National Park Service standards.

But the idea that everyone in the area is
up in arms against the proposal is patently
untrue. As a matter of fact, were it not for
the fears of economic reprisal from their
more vocal neighbors, a survey of publie
opinion in the area between the Siuslaw and
Umpqua would probably show the majority
favoring the recreation area development,

CONCLUSIONS DEAWN

After spending 2 or 3 days in the area,
talking to the people, not their leaders, one
comes to these conclusions:

1. The opposition is a small, but well or-
ganized and highly vocal, minority.

2. The opposition is centered in Florence,

and dies out pretty rapidly as one travels

north or south from that city.

3. Most of the balance of the opposition is
based on lack of information, or misinfor-
mation deliberately fostered by the Lane
County Taxpayers Association.

This is not to say that all those in favor
of the idea favor it unreservedly. There is a
considerable body of opinion which wants
the tentative boundaries changed.

At the same time, a number of those who
want the boundaries changed don't have a
very good idea of just where the boundaries
are.

FROM POCKETBOOKS

Most of the milder opponents will admit
frankly that their opposition arises solely
from their pocketbooks.

The same is true of some of those who
want the development, who see in it a chance
to better their own economic status some
time in the future.

Take, for example, the Florence housewife
who came to the door in answer to a knock.

“I don’t want to see it come in here. My
husband is a logger, and if they shut up all
that timber he’ll be out of work.”

Fact: There's no merchantable timber in

~ the area tentatively proposed, and no log-

gers are operating there now on any scale.

Or listen to the Reedsport businessman,
over a cup of coffee.

“We've got a chance for a bhig develop-
ment by International Paper here. If this
thing is going to take all their water and
timber, we won't have any development.”

Fact: International Paper lands are not
involved, and their water filings are on a
lake not included in the tentative bound-
aries.
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As the Reedsport housewife said, bandag-
ing a scraped knee for her 6-year-old:

TAXES TOO HIGH

“I'm afrald it'll raise taxes, and our taxes
are too high already.”

Fact: Reedsport taxes are among the
highest in the State, but none of the pro-
posed recreation area is within the bound-
aries of any Reedsport taxing district, so
could have no effect here.

There are those who are guite favorably
impressed with the whole idea. Many of
these are oldtimers in the area, who have
gone through 30 or 40 years of false hopes
of “blg deveélopments” just around the
corner,

One grocer put it this way:

“I've lived here a long time. I know the
property involved. I've walked and jeeped
my way over every foot of it. For the most
part it has very low property values, and
putting it into any kind of national devel-
opment would be the highest use to which
the property could be put.”

Summing up, one would believe that a
pretty fair majority of people in this en-
tire area favor the development, with the
main opposition coming from a group in
Florence. The opposition is less vocal out-
side the Florence area, and is only effective
there because most persons seem to fear
economic reprisals,

So, those who approve of the idea may be
frightened into silence, and others may be
just unwilling to argue publicly with their
neighbors, but there are proponents. Among
those who fully understand the facts, sup-
port for the park can be found in a sizable
majority.

“OUR FIRST RESPONSIBILITY"—AN-
NUAL ADDRESS OF THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE AMERICAN BAR
ASSOCIATION

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp the annual
address of the president of the Ameri-
can Bar Association entitled “Our First
Responsibility.” The address was de-
livered by one of the Nation’s top law-
vers, Ross L. Malone, at the 82d annual
meeting of the association, recently held
in Miami, Fla. It is an excellent speech
and one which deserves the thoughtful
consideration of all of us.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

OUR FIRST RESPONSIBILITY
(The annual address of the president of the

American Bar Association by Ross L.

Malone before the opening assembly of

the 82d annual meeting of the American

Bar Association, Americana Hotel, Miamli

Beach, Fla,, August 24, 1959)

Many years after the close of his remark-
able career, a contemporary of Simeon E.
Baldwin described the founder of the Amer-
ican Bar Association as “the man who has
done more to elevate the general standard
of legal educafion than any other person in
this country, and who was the projector and
progenitor of the entire system of graduate
law instruction in the United States.”

Whether or not the author of that state-
ment was attributing to the former chief
justice and Governor of Connecticut the
accomplishments of the organization of
which he was the founder, and later presi-
dent, there was a sound basis for his state-
ment.

It would have been surprising if Simeon
Baldwin’s great interest in legal education
had not been reflected in the organization
which he had conceived. It would have
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been even more surprising if the national
organization of the legal profession had not
evidenced throughout its history a major
concern for the educational process by which
its members are prepared to serve the pub-

lic.

‘Whether this interest be attributed to the
influence of heredity or environment, there
can be no question but that legal education
has been a source of continuing concern
to the American Bar Association through-
out the 81 years of its existence. Examina-
tion of the history of the association fur-
nishes convincing evidence that tradition-
ally it has been recognized as our first
responsibility.

The constitution adopted by our found-
ers at Saratoga Springs, N.Y, on August 21,
1878, stated the first object of the new as-
sociation to be “to advance the sclence of
jurisprudence.” Of the seven committees
originally created by the constitution, one
was “on legal education and admissions to
the bar.”

Following completion of the organization-
al formalities, the first resclution offered and
adopted at the first meeting of the associa-
tion was:

“Resolved, That the committee on legal
education and admissions to the bar be in-
structed to report, at the ensuing annual
meeting, some plan for assimilating through-
out the Union the requirements of candi-
dates for admission to the bar, and for reg-
ulating on principles of comity, the stand-
ing throughout the Union, of gentlemen al-
ready admitted to practice in their own
States.”

Subsequent developments continued the
priority which the founders had given to
legal eduecation. As the membership and
size of the annual meetings of the associa-
tion increased, the program became more
crowded. Those interested in the problems
of legal education felt that the general meet-
ings of the association did not afford ade-
quate time for their discussions. The de-
mands for the allotment of additional time
on the program led the executive committee
of the association in 1893 to propose a resolu-
tion to create a section of legal education
and admissions to the bar. The motion to
adopt the resolution was made by Simeon
E. Baldwin of Connecticut, and there re-
sulted another “first” for legal education—
the first section to be created by the asso-
ciation. It is worthy of note that it has
since been jolned by 17 additional sections
which will meet during this 82d annual
meeting of the association.

Since its inception, the assoclation has
sought to elevate the standards of legal edu-
cation, In 1879, at a time when no State in
the Union required education in a law school
for admission to the bar, the committee on
legal education filed its first report recom-
mending that a law school education be
made a prerequisite of the right to take the
bar examination., It recommended in detail
the curricula which should be pursued dur-
ing the 3 years of law school which it pro-
posed, While the association was unwilling
to take such a big step so early in its life, it
did approve a 3 year law course, graduation
from which would entitle a student to take
the bar examination, and recommended that
time spent in the law school be treated as
equal to law office study in qualifying to take
the bar examination.

Through the years the proceedings of the
annual meetings of the association evidence
the interest of its members in the educa-
tional requirements for the practice of law.
The names of Woodrow Wilson, Samuel Wil-
liston, John H. Wigmore, John Randolph
Tucker, Willilam Draper Lewis, James Barr
Ames, Roscoe Pound, Harlan F. Stone, Wil-
liam H. Taft, Silas' H, Strawn, Elihu Root,
and others of comparable distinction which
appear in the proceedings of the section,
testify to the predominant position of legal
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education in the program of the association
through the years,

At the annual meeting in 1898 a commit-
tee of the section was appointed to “take
into consideration what action, if any, shall
be taken to bring the reputable law schools
of the country into closer relations with
each other and with the section of legal
education.” There resulted in 1900 the or-
ganization of the Association of American
Law Schools, the membership of which was
composed of law schools meeting the mini-
mum standards of the association. It met
annually in conjunction with the annual
meeting of the American Bar Assoclation un-
til 1814. In that year the assoclation met in
October—at a time when it was obviously
impossible for most law teachers to attend.
This resulted in a decision of the Associa-
tion of American Law Schools to meet sep-
arately from the association, and since 1914
there has not been a joint meeting of this
assoclation and the Association of American
Law Schools.

The most significant action of this asso-
clation affecting legal education occurred in
1921. In his address as president of the
American Bar Association in 1916, Elihu
Root had dscussed at some length the prob-
lems of the bar in relation to legal education,
premising his discussion on the proposition
that if the legal profession is to discharge
adequately its obligation to the publie, it
must terminate the production of incompe-
tent lawyers by marginal law schools
through elevating the standards of education
and the requirements for admission to the
bar.

Mr. Root concluded:

“The law school has taken the place of
the law office, except for acquiring the
mere technique of practice, and the rights
of the people of the United States to have
an effective administration of the law require
that the standards of the best law schools
shall be applied to determine the right to
membership in the bar.” r

‘Elihu Root’s eloquent plea for the eleva-
tion of the standards of legal education,
and his interest in the subject, undoubtedly
resulted in his being elected, and accepting,
the chalrmanship of the section of legal
education and admissions to the bar in 1920,
At that meeting the new chairman was au-
thorized to appoint a seven-member commit-
tee, of which he would be chairman, “to re-
port to the next annual meeting of the
section their recommendations in respect
to what, if any, action shall be taken by this
section and by the American Bar Association
to create conditions which will tend to
strengthen the character and improve the
efficlency of persons to be admitted to the
practice of law.”

The report filed by the committee in 1921
has been characterized as “one of the mile-
stones in the evolution of legal education.”
The accompanying resolutions proposed to
put the American Bar Association on record
as being of the opinion that every candi-
date for admission to the bar should have
graduated from a law school requiring 2
years of prelaw college study and 3 years of
full-time study in law school, or its
equivalent.

The resolutions further put the association
on record as favoring bar examinations and
opposing the diploma privilege, and author-
ized the council of the section of legal edu-
cation to publish the names of schools meet-
ing the standards so adopted, as well as the
names of those which did not, and to make
such publications avallable to “intending”
law students.

The resolutions then authorized the coun-
cil on legal education to call a conference on
legal education, in the name of the American
Bar Assoclation, to which State and local bar
associations would be invited to send dele-
gates, which would, it was hoped, take action
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to “create conditions favorable to the adop-
tion of the principles set forth.”

The proposed resolutions were debated
fully and were adopted by the section, and
the following day by the association. This
action, which in a large measure reflected the
leadership of Ellhu Root, has been referred
to by Dean Albert J. Harno as “the most
articulate and positive action on legal edu-
cation ever taken in America.”

The national conference which followed
convened in Washington, D.C,, in February
1822. Forty-four State bar associations, over
100 local bar assoclations, two Canadian bar
associations, and a number of universities
were represented in the conference which
was composed of 560 delegates. Included
among the speakers at the conference were
William Howard Taft, then Chief Justice of
the United States, Elihu Root, George W.
Wickersham, John W. Davis, Willlam G.
McAdoo, George Wharton Pepper, Silas H.
Strawn, and other leaders of the profession.

Debate on the resolutions continued for 2
days. There was a thorough “airing” of the
John Marshall and Abraham Lincoln argu-
ments as opposed to the position of Mr. Root
that the right of the public to be protected
against ignorance and unfitness within the
bar must be predominant. On final vote the
substitute motions which had been offered
in an effort to “water down” the proposal of
the association were defeated and the orig-
inal resolutions were adopted.

This was the origin of the inspection and
accrediting of law schools by the American
Bar Association and of the establishment of
standards of legal education on the basis of
which the right to accreditation would be
determined.

It is doubtful if this association has ever
taken action which had a more far-reaching
effect upon the legal profession or its rela-
tionship with the public. Had the assocla-
tion never accomplished anything more than
the adoption of the resolutions in 1921, im-
plemented by the national conference in 1922
and the system of inspection and approval of
law schools which has followed, the existence
of the American Bar Association would have
been fully justified.

As a further backdrop for the discussion of
some current problems of legal education, I
should mention the creation of the National
Conference of Bar Examiners in 1931, the in-
ception shortly thereafter of the program of
continuing legal education under the aegls
of the secton on legal education; the creation
of the joint American Law Institute-Ameri-
can Bar Assoclation committee on continu-
ing Legal Education In 1947; and the in-
crease from 2 to 3 years of the prelaw educa-
tion requirement in 1950. All reflect the
appreciation by the legal profession of the
importance of its responsibility for the quali-
fication of lawyers to render service to the
public and our continuing determination
that the bar as a whole shall measure up to
commensurate standards.

One other product of the assoclation's in-
terest in legal education should be men-
tioned. It is the survey of the legal pro-
fession, which was undertaken in 1947,

In 1944 the section of legal education re-
ceived from the house of delegates authority
to conduct an overall study of legal educa-
tion and admissions to the bar in the public
interest. On pursuing the matter, the sec-
tion concluded that if the study of legal edu-
cation was to be really worth while, it should
be a part of a much broader study of the pro-
fession as a whole. On recommendation of
the house of delegates, approval was forth-
coming and a comprehensive survey of the
legal profession was undertaken, to be
financed by & grant of $100,000 from the
Carnegie Corp., and $50,000 which the as-
sociation obligated itself to provide.

Only the final report of the survey remains
to be completed. As foretold by the original
conception of the project, legal education
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was the subject of special attention through-
out the survey. The two major publications
of the survey dealing with legal education
are the excellent study and report of Dean
Albert J. Harno, entitled “Legal Education
in the United States,” which has been of
great assistance in the preparation of this
address, and the volume “The Law Schools
of the United States,” by Lowell 8. Nichol-
son of Boston. The latter volume, published
during the last year, is a statistical study of
information concerning the law schools of
the United States based on answers to a
comprehensive guestionnaire issued by the
survey.

In the light of the history of the assocla-
tion which I have recounted, and the pre-
dominant concern for legal education which
it discloses, I would like to consider three
specific problems which are pointed up by
the survey of the legal profession. Each is
a problem relating directly to legal educa-
tion; each is a problem in the soclution of
which the emtire profession has a vital in-
terest. They are:

1. The relation of prelaw education to the
law school.

2. The necessity for more adequate educa-
tion for professional responsibility.

3. The inadequacy of the financial sup-
port for legal education.

Any examination of problems relating to
legal education must be made in the light
of the separate maintenance agreed on by
the American Bar Assoclation and the As-
sociation of American Law Schools in 1914.
An inevitable result of this physical separa-
tion has been loss of contact between the
two organizations and a tendency on the
part of each to regard the other with some-
thing less than complete approyal. In the
same manner, as the teaching of law became
established as a profession in itself, the
law teacher and the practitioner have tended
to drift apart. Too often the practitioner
regards the educator as a lawyer who
couldn’t make a living in the practice. The
law teacher, in return, regards the practi-
tloner as an embodiment of all the defi-
clencies of the profession, who is primarily
responsible for the disillusionment of the
students in whom he is seeking to inculcate
high professional standards.

This unfortunate situation has con-
tributed to an attitude in the practicing
profession which can be expressed as: “You
educate them and we will worry about them
after they have passed the bar examina-
tion.” But that is too late for the worry
to start if the interest of the profession as
a whole is to be served.

The conditions which determine the qual-
ity of the product of the law schools are
susceptible of improvement in many respects
through the joint effort of the teaching and
practicing branches of the profession. Each
can assist the other in the solution of vex-
ing problems that should concern the entire
profession. A rapprochement between the
two is much to be desired. It is an essen-
tial ingredient of any adequate solution of
the problems under consideration. Perhaps
the American Bar Association, after return-
ing the hospitality of our English brothers
in 1960, should invite the Association of
American Law Schools to meet jointly with
us in 1961 to strengthen our bonds with
still another segment of the English-speak-
ing bar.

The relationship of prelegal education
to the law school is one of the most press-
ing problems of legal education today. It
was the subject of a definitive study by
Chief Justice Arthur T. Vanderbilt for the
survey of the legal profession and is treated
at length by Dean Harno in his report. It
is not a new problem., In 1900 William
Draper Lewis addressed the section of legal
education on the subject “The Proper Prep-
aration for the Study of Law,” and it has
been discussed ever since. A committee of
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the Association of American Law Schools
was established to deal with the subject in
1950. In 1958 its report “Pre-Legal Educa-
tion: A Statement of Policy by the Assocla-
tion of American Law Schools™ was adopted
and distributed. The established policy of
the assoclation as reflected in that' state-
ment is that under no circumstances shall
any college course be required as a prerequi-
site for admission to law school. It does
discuss the general subject matter and char-
acter of instruction which are considered
desirable, but it does not translate this dis-
cussion into prelaw courses. It is directed
to the faculty and not to the student level.

That this report has not provided the so-
lution to the problem is apparent from the
fact that all educators agree that students
are reaching law school with inadequate
preparation and many law schools have pre-
pared individual statements on the subject
for distribution to prelaw students. Every-
one who has studied the situation has con-
cluded that the means whereby prospective
lawyers can be assured maximum benefit
from their prelaw education is one of the
greatest needs of legal education today.
Neither legal educators nor practitioners are
in agreement as between themselves or with
each other as to how best to meet the need.

Dean Harno, reporting for the survey,
points out that we say to the student that
he must have 3 years of prelegal educasion,
but exercise absolutely no control whatever
as to the content of that education. Point-
ing his accusation equally at the American
Bar Association and at the law schools, he
said:

“Neither the authority that established
the requirement, nor the schools, excepting
in the sporadic actions of some schools, offer
the student guidance in the path he should
follow. Why, as a measure of educational
policy, does he not have that guidance?"

At the law school of the University of
Michigan in June there was held the 1959
Conference on Legal Education. The con-
ferees, approximately 100 in number, in-
cluded leaders in legal education from
throughout the United States, deans of un-
dergraduate colleges and a small number of
representatives of industry and the prac-
ticing profession. The portion of the con-
ference in which I was able to participate was
interesting, stimulating, and most worth-
while.

It was generally recognized by the con-
ferees that a pressing current problem re-
sults from the fact that the legal profes-
sion is not attracting the share of outstand-
ing and highly gifted students that it has
in times past. More than one undergraduate
dean attributed that fact, in part, to the
complete lack of an organized undergraduate
program for students intending to enter law
school. They pointed out that the student
is told, in effect, “the law school will accept
3 years of anything so long as your grades
are satisfactory.”

The deans further sald that too often
the result is either 3 years of courses in
which it is easy to make satisfactory grades
or that the student, lacking adequate guid-
ance from the law, becomes interested in
some other career during his undergrad-
uate days and is lost to the law.

Recognizing the fact that the profession
has not yet arrived at a satisfactory means
of taking maximum advantage of the pe-
rlod of prelegal education, the conferees at
Ann Arbor, in their final statement, said:

“We recommend that the Assoclation of
American Law Schools arrange for the ap-
pointment of a working committee consist-
ing of an equal number of law teachers and
undergraduate college administrators and
teachers, selected from the Association of
American Colleges Committee on Pre-Pro-
fessional Education and the Conference of
Academic Deans. The committee should be
broadly charged with exploring methods of
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providing more eflective use of the post
high school study period as it relates to
legal education.” -

The statement further recommends that
when the committee has reported, a full-
fledged conference should be called to con-
sider prelegal education, pointing out that
it would logically follow the Arden House
Conference on Continuing Legal Education
and the Ann Arbor Conference on Legal
Education.

The proposal is an excellent one, which
I hope will be carried out—with one modi-
fication. The practicing profession should
have equal representation on the commit-
tee. It has a stake in the maximum utility
of prelegal education and should be able
to contribute to the deliberations of such
a committee and to the conferemce which
is envisaged, I hope that when the com-
‘mittee is created, an equal number of prac-
ticing lawyers representing the American
Bar Association will be included in its
membership. That the practicing profes-
sion was not included in the original pro-
posal is further evidence of the extent to
which legal education and the practicing
profession have become isolated from each
other and tend to consider common prob-
lems separately.

There are, however, encouraging evidences
of a rapprochement. Continuing legal edu-
cation provides one. As the result of the
highly successful Arden House Conference
on Continuing Education of the Bar, an ex-
panded and accelerated program of post-
admission legal education is developing in
which the law schools and the practicing
profession are working in closer cooperation
than ever before. This cooperation is being
implemented in many States through the
creation of a State coordinating committee,
as recommended by the Arden House con-
ferees, on which the organized bar, the law
schools and all other groups actively inter-
ested in continuing legal education are rep-
resented, In some States professional di-
rectors of continuing legal education are
being provided through the joint effort of
the law school and the State bar. Undoubt-
edly this relationship in postadmission edu-
cation will continue to contribute to a closer
relationship between the bar and the law
schools which will be mutually beneficial.

The second problem which I wish to con-
sider also is in an area in which educators
have been unable to agree, It concerns legal
education for professional responsibility.

The final statement of the conferees at the
Arden House Conference on Continuing Edu-
cation of the Bar included this statement:

“Programs for continuing legal education
thus far have placed a major emphasis on
professional competence and have not given
to professional responsibility the attention
it should have. In the future these programs
must also emphasize the professional respon-
sibilities of the lawyer.”

I suggest that the same statement can be
made accurately with reference to law school
education as it now exists throughout the
United States, and that in the future more
‘emphasis must be given in the law schools
also to education for professional responsi-
bility. I further suggest that the present
situation is sufficiently unsatisfactory to call
for immediate action by the Association of
American Law Schools and the American Bar
Association to Insure this additional em-
phasis,

The study of this subject made by Prof.
Elliott E. Cheathem for the survey of the
legal profession finds the attention given to
professional responsibility in the law schools
to be at best wavering and uncertain, and
notes widespread confusion in the law
schools as to what is expected of them and
as to how the instruction can be undertaken
effectively.

The report of the Committee of the As-
sociation of American Law Schools on Edu-
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cation for Professional Responsibility filed
at the annual meeting of the association last
December discloses that of 110 accredited
member law schools to which this question
was directed:

“Does your school offer a course directed
primarily to the communication of a per-
ception of professional ethics and responsi-
bility?"”

Only 64—less than half—answered in the
affirmative and not all of their courses were
compulsory.

On this basis we can only conclude that
more than one-half of the students gradu-
ating from the accredited law schools of the
country today have not been exposed to any
course or program designed for the purpose
of instilling in the student a knowledge and
appreciation of the ethical standards and
professional responsibility of the profession.

I can only view this as a most regrettable
situation. Certainly it is a situation in
which the practicing profession has a pri-
mary interest for it is only after graduating
that the effect of this deficiency will be
evident, .

I do not want to be misunderstood. The
fact that in a law school there is no as-
signed responsibility of a faculty member for
instruction in professional responsibility
does not necessarily indleate any lack of ap-
preciation of the importance of instilling
professional responsibility in the students,
A great many educators have concluded that
it is not possible to teach legal ethics or
instill professional responsibility through a
program of instruction, and that the most
effective means of indoctrination is through
the contact which students have with pro-
fessors of high ethical standards who, from
time to time, emphasize ethical considera-
tions in connection with the consideration
of substantive law questions.

Unquestionably there is great benefit inci-
dent to such contacts, but is this not an
incidental benefit of attendance at an ac-
credited law school which was one of the
reasons that correspondence schools are not
accredited? And if it is an incidental bene-
fit, are we justified in relying upon the inci-
dental to provide the essential?

If education for professional responsibility
is as vital as the Arden House conferees con-
sidered it, and if the lack of uniformity and
confusion among the law schools is as great
as the survey report and the Association of
American Law Schools committee report in-
dicate, it would seem that the time has
come for both the Assoclation of American
Law Schools and this association to take
steps to insure adequate education for pro-
fessional responsibility in all accredited law
schools. This could be done by making such
instruction a prerequisite for approval of the
law school, just as we make 3 years of pre-
legal study a prerequisite.

I am certain that those who would oppose
such a proposal will suggest that since there
is no agreement as to exactly how such
instruetion can best be undertaken, there is
no basis on which a requirement could be
promulgated. But I note one requirement
among our present standards of accredita-
tion which reads as follows:

“It shall be a school which in the judg-
ment of the council possesses reasonably ade-
quate facilities and maintains a sound edu-
cation policy.”

It would seem that such a requirement In
relation to education for professional re-
sponsibility should be possible which would
permit wide latitude in the approach to the
problem but still give impetus to the inclu-
sion of instruction in this area in the law
school curriculums. I know of no subject of
instruction which exceeds—or even egquals—
professional responsibility in importance to
the profession or to the public.

No one would attribute the current dis-
ciplinary problems of the profession to the
failure of over half of our schools to include
education jn ethics and professional concepts
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in their curriculums, but It would not be sur-
prising if it has contributed to them. This
is particularly true when I consider a con-
versation which I had recently with the
chairman of a State bar disciplinary commit-
tee. He said that his committee had just
completed a hearing on a complaint against
a young lawyer, out of law school only about
a year, who was in trouble because he didn't
know what was expected of him. The chair-
man was satisfied that this actually was the
case. Yet, absent any attempt at instruc-
tion as to what the canons of ethics require
of a lawyer, what is to prevent such cases
occurring?

If it can be saild that inability or failure
to solve the two problems whichh I have
mentioned reflects no credit upon the law
schools, in. the.case of. the third problem
“the shoe is on the other foot." The prac-
ticing profession has cause for acute em-
barrassment in the financial problems of our
law schools and the manner in which we
have ignored them.

The study of the law schools reported by
the survey of the legal profession this year
discloses a distressing financial situation in
the majority of our accredited law schools.
It exlsts not only in relation to the finances
of the law schools themselves, but perhaps
to an even greater extent in relation to law
student loan funds and scholarships.

“By their salaries shall ye know them,”
wrote one law school inspector for the sur-
vey of the legal profession. If that be the
criterion, there are a number of our ac-
credited law schools that are not going to be
very well known.

There are two basic problems. The first
is well stated in the report of the committee
which surveyed the 15 law schools in Cali-
fornia under the auspices of the State bar
of California:

"The argument has been repeatedly made
by other departments of the university that
there is no reason why a law school pro-
fessor should be paild any more than a pro-
fessor of French or English or chemistry or
agriculture. This argument is a wholly
fallacious one, and one which the organized
bar as well as the law schools must effec-
tively combat in the public interest.”

Obviously the organized bar is in a much
more favorable position to meet this argu-
ment than the law faculty involved—but in
too Tew cases have we taken up the cudgels
in behalf of our brothers of the teaching pro-
fesslon. By the same token, in the case of
the law schools of tax supported institutions,
the organized bar of the State is in a far
stronger position to assure adequate appro-
priations for the law school than is the dean,
but how often has the bar come to his
assistance?

The report of the California survey com-
mittee to which I have referred silhouetted
the problem when it said:

“The law schools in California, in common
with the law schools throughout the United
States, are suffering from financial starvation
and have been from the time of their organ-
ization, Vast sums of money have been
made available for education and research
in medicine and in various scientific fields,
but practically none has been provided for
the education of the bar or research into
those problems of soclal and legal engineering
with which the legal profession has a public
duty to deal.”

The survey report includes the following
statement by the adviser to the council of
the section on legal education of this asso-
ciation:

“Without doubt, the inadequate and low
salary scales which obtain in 85 law schools
have been harmful to the output of the
schools. Nevertheless, the national accredit-
ing agencies have done little about it. Each
dean has been left to his own resources in
dealing with the problem. The accrediting
agencies should tackle the problem.”
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I propose that we do so—not alone
through support of of the type which I have
mentioned, but through other means as well.
A fund of the type established by the medi-
cal and dental professions in support of
their professional schools throughout the
country offers a possible means of so doing.

In 1948, as a result of efforts of the Ameri-
can Medical Association, the large medical
schools of the country and various indus-
trial enterprises, the national fund for medi-
cal education was created to mobilize pri-
vate financial support for the Nation’s 82
accredited medical schools. Last year the
fund received $2 million from business con-
cerns and $1 million from a matching grant
of the Ford FPoundation. Out of this fund
a grant of $60 per medical student was made
to the medical schools of the country.

In 1950 the medical profession established
an additional instrumentality, the national
fund for medical education. It obtains
funds almost entirely from contributions by
members of the profession themselves. Its
1958 contributions exceeded $1 million from
over 44,000 doctor contributors. Doctors
contributing are at liberty to earmark funds
for their alma maters if they desire to do
80, otherwise all funds are divided equally
among the accredited schools.

Approximately 1 year ago the dental pro-
fession created the fund for dental educa-
tion, which is designed to obtain support
for dental schools from both outside sources
and contributions by members of the pro-
fession.

It is inconceivable to me that the members
of the legal profession would be less in-
terested in supporting professional educa-
tion than would the members of the medical
and dental professions. We should proceed
without delay in the formulation and im-
plementation of a program to provide addi-
tional finarieial support for the law schools
of the country. The interest of the public
which we serve demands that we do so. The
findings of the survey of the legal profes-
sion demand that we do so. Our profes-
slonal self-respect demands that we do so.

May I conclude by reminding you that it
is not by chance that legal education is the
first responsibility of the profession. To a
greater extent than any other agency or
activity of the profession, the law schools
determine the caliber of the lawyers who will
compose the profession and the quality of
gervice that they will render. They are en-
titled to the support and assistance of the
remainder of the profession at all times.

The three problems which I have men-
tioned today are problems of the profession
as a whole. The solution of each will come
through a common effort dictated by our
common interest. In finding those solutions
the legal profession will be recognizing once
more its first responsibility.

FACING THE FACTS ON CIVIL
DEFENSE

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio, Mr, President,
the story of a nation’s decline has always
been in one way or another the story of
its unwillingness to face reality. The
American people should be told the truth
about our muddled, befuddled civil de-
fense program.

The taxpayers of this Nation should
not be lulled into a maginot line feeling
of security about civil defense at a time
when millions of their tax dollars are
being spent to perpetuate a boondog-
gling, superannuated civil defense
agency.

Our people whose homes and lives are
threatened should know the truth—the
cold hard facts of survival in a nuclear
war—and we as their elected representa-
tives are dutybound to provide them with
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a sane, sound, realistic civil defense pro-
gram instead of subaverage planners
drawing big salaries to head up the pres-
ent outfit.

After almost 10 years of civil defense
planning, the Government's capability to
protect the population of the United
States is even more ineffective than
when it began. It is time that we face
the issue of survival in the thermonu-
clear age squarely and take realistic steps
toward doing something about it.

ROCKEFELLER'S HIDEAWAY

Lately, we have been hearing a lot
about basement and backyard shelter
programs. The distinguished Governor
of New York has proposed a compulsory
program of this sort for the people of his
State. From his recent statements, it
appears that he would like to use his not
inconsiderable influence to foist this plan
on all Americans.

The Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy has just issued a report based on
hearings held earlier this year, It isin-
teresting to note that in the event of an
all-out nuclear attack, 50 percent of the
existing dwellings in the United States
would be so severely damaged or con-
taminated by fallout to the extent that
they would not be usable for at least sev-
eral months, many for years.

A shallow basement shelter would be
of no use in target areas where the blast
and thermal effects would virtually de-
stroy all existing buildings and account
for 75 percent of the casualties. Only
25 percent of all fatalities would result
from fallout and the Rockefeller’s hide-
away would be of little protection except
perhaps in some places remote from tar-
get areas. Even then they would be of
little use. In New York State, for in-
stance, there would be virtually no areas
clear of serious radiation in a nuclear
attack on primary targets.

I assert that these shallow shelters
would be no more effective than lying
flat on one's face or falling on one’s
knees in prayer. I am confident that
the efficacy of prayer would be far
greater.

Still, Governor Rockefeller persists in
his drive to force another noble experi-
ment—the last being prohibition—on the
people of his State. I seriously doubt
that they will aceept it, and if it is forced
upon them whether it will give them any
greater degree of security in an atomic
war.

In my own State of Ohio, I know of
no civil defense official who, himself, has
taken the trouble to build such a shelter,
either in his backyard or in his base-
ment. Yet many of them have endorsed
the Rockefeller proposals and urged
such a program for Ohioans. On being
questioned by newspaper reporters, for
one reason or another, they admitted
that not one of them has erected a civil
defense shelter in his own backyard or
basement, although they have endorsed
the program of Governor Rockefeller.
Of course, we all know that in urban
areas a small civil defense shelter in the
basement of a home might indeed prove
to be a firetrap. Evidently the civil de-
fense officidls, who recommend these
shelters but do not have one themselves,
are aware of this fact.
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RUN, HIDE, OR BOTH?

It is a tragic joke that while these
officials preach the shelter sermon which
they themselves do not practice, they
are at the same time issuing evacuation
instruections. Are we to run or hide or
do both at the same time?

I wish to differentiate between these
civil defense officials and the very fine
volunteer civil defense workers, who have
really made sacrifices. In a time of
flood in Ohio, early this year, for in-
stance, not one paid civil defense official
made any sacrifice whatever, but un-
fortunately two civil defense volunteers,
unpaid workers, gave their lives, and
others were injured in rendering first aid
to injured people.

Last Monday while I was in Cleveland
I heard the civil defense siren at noon.
It sounds at 12:15 regularly every
Monday, to the annoyance of the people
of my home city, and without doing any
good whatever. I venture to say that
there are very, very few, if any, Cleve-
landers who would have any notion of
what to do if these sirens were used in
a nuclear attack.

In Columbus these officials released a
415-pound, 2-inch-thick manual for
evacuation in a nuclear attack. If one
took the trouble to read it—and I ven-
ture that not 1 in 5,000 residents of Co-
lumbus has—he will learn that he is to
hop in his car and leave by the shortest
route immediately upon receiving the
attack warning.

Can any reasonable person imagine
all of the automobiles in Columbus, a
city of half a million people, trying to
leave the city at one time? Even as-
suming ample warning time which there
of course will not be, the chaos would be
unbelievable and would probably pro-
duce as many casualties as the bomb or
missile itself. -

Anyway, there is no reason why
Columbus should be a target of any
missile from the Soviet Union. There
are no missile installations at Columbus.
It is true that at times during the year
the General Assembly of Ohio meets in
Columbus, which is the capital city of
my State. Many years ago I was a
member of the General Assembly of
Ohio. I am proud that the citizens of
that State elected me.

Yet, as a devout Christian, may I say
that in the event of a nuclear attack
upon this country by the Soviet Union,
in which any missile, accidentally or by
design should strike within a reasonable
radius of the city of Columbus, Ohio,
while the general assembly is in ses-
sion, let us have faith and confidence
that should some of the legislators of
my State be killed, divine providence
will come to the rescue of our beloved
country and of my beloved State to fill
those vacant chairs. I believe He would.

Mr. President, the truth is that the
theory of evacuation in this day and
age is not only silly but dangerous.
Soviet submarines off our coasts could
send rockets with nuclear warheads
1,500 miles or more inland with accuracy
and we would be lucky to have 5 min-
utes warning.

Intercontinental ballistic missiles fired
from the Soviet Union itself would per-
haps allow us 15 to 20 minutes warning
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time. It is absurd to even consider the
possibilities of evacuation under these
circumstances.

The thermonuclear weapon with its
tremendous destructive power and the
missile with its great speed have now
made evacuation not only impractical,
but impossible.

Yet the high salaried civil defense offi-
cials sit in their lush offices busily plan-
ning for the evacuation of our cities.

It is almost impossible to believe, but
it is a fact that at this late date civil
defense officials are issuing plans and
directives for evacuation. It is for this
confused, outdated agency that Ameri-
can taxpayers have spent nearly $1 bil-
lion during the last 9 years.

TWENTY BILLION DOLLAR GAMEBLE

Mr. President, the truth is that neither
evacuation nor the makeshift shallow
basement shelter has any validity in
modern warfare. The hard truth is that
a system of adequate shelters to mini-
mize casualties will cost the Nation at
least $20 billion. Even then there is no
assurance that these shelters would not
be outmoded before their completion by
more advanced weapons or that they
would offer any protection against an
attack even more deadly than a nuclear
attack—biological warfare.

It is high time that we stop kidding
ourselves and the American people any
longer. Either we take the calculated
gamble of spending over $20 billion, or
else we should rid the Nation of the
present boondoggling agency which
specializes in foolhardy schemes to lull
the Nation into a sense of fake security.

I refer to the Office of Civil Defense
Mobilization, which specializes in this
pastime.

The present expenditure of millions
each year is nothing more than a futile
gesture to fool ourselves into thinking
that something is being done about civil
defense. If we really want to face the
issue squarely, we should quit wasting
taxpayers’ money on the bureaucratic
monstrosity we now have and take steps
toward adopting a realistic civil defense
program,

The defense of the people of the
country, of the civilians of the United
States, is a part of the defense of the
Nation; it is a part of the defense of
the United States of America. A uni-
fied armed force of the Nation should
have charge of such protection.

MORE ROOM AT THE PUBLIC TROUGH

The latest proposal of the high-
salaried boondogglers charged with the
defense of our civilian populace is a re~
quest for $12 million more this year for
matching funds to pay the salaries of
State and local civil defense officials.
This is an increase in the demands of
the civil defense agency in order that
they may add more civilian employees
who will wear armbands and more civil
defense workers to act as pap suckers,
feeding at the public trough, and doing
nothing worthwhile in return for the
money they will receive from the tax-
payers.

It may not save any more lives in event
of attack, but it certainly will add 4,000
more jobs in city halls and county court-
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houses throughout the land. It will as-
suredly expand and encourage a le-
thargic bureaucracy that has already
sent almost a billion dollars down the
drain of political expediency.

While the Nation hears of a possible
60 million deaths in a nuclear attack, of
50 percent of the Nation's dwellings de-
stroyed, and of other statistics too hor-
rible to contemplate, the civil defense
planners come up with a proposal to
provide more jobs at the public trough.
This is certainly dynamic, farseeing,
original thinking.

It is my sincere hope that the House
of Representatives will withstand the
tremendous pressure from the thou-
sands already on the gravy train, in-
cluding former Gov. Leo Hoegh, of
Iowa, who upon being defeated for re-
election as Governor of Iowa was re-
warded by the President with appoint-
ment to the $22,500 job as head of the

Office of Civil Defense Mobilization, to

the Governor of New York and the
President himself, and to grant the $12
million appropriation. If such an
amount is granted, then thousands of
more useless employees will be added to
the civil defense organization.

The Office of Civil and Defense Mo-
bilization is not only geared to the pre-
atomic age, but is wasteful and is for-
ever trying to expand its bureaucratic
tentacles. On all its levels it has be-
come a haven for defeated politicians
and political patronage. And that goes
for my State of Ohio, as well as for
the other States of the Union.

WASTE, WASTE, AND MORE WASTE

Mr, President, the American people
are sick and tired of schemes to pro-
vide identification bracelets for teen-
agers to exchange; of stockpiled penieil-
lin going to waste because of faulty
planning; of millions of contradictory
pamphlets; of high-salaried boondog-
glers; of screeching sirens; of highly
publicized bomb-shelter honeymoons; of
waste and inefficiency; and of silly,
shortsighted planning. In short, Mr.
President, the American people are be-
coming tired of the whole confused mess
of civil defense, as it is now being oper-
ated in this country.

Again, I wish to pay tribute to the
hundreds of thousands of patriotic
Americans who volunteered their time
and efforts often at great risk to them-
selves. These people performed valuable
service, while they were directed by paid
officials from behind their safe desks.
Americans have responded before in
times of disaster, and will do so again.

Mr, President, Americans will always
respond to calls for help in times of flood,
fire, or windstorm; and they do not need
the doubtful leadership of the civil de-
fense agency, as it now is operated.

Mr, President, only recently, the audi-
tor of the State of Ohio—who happens
to be a member of the Grand Old Party,
of which I am not a member—has been
conducting an audit of the $115 million
in surplus property donated to the civil
defense agency in Ohio during the last
few years. Twenty-two counties are in-
volved. Six audits have been completed.
The result is a sad commentary on the
entire civil defense program. It typifies
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what I feel sure has been repeated in all
of the States which have been receiving
similar Government property.

In practically all of the six counties,
a large percentage of the property could
no longer be located. It included bar-
ber kits, garbage cans, oufdoor lamp=
shades, adding machines, shaving kits,
and a thousand other gimecracks of ab-
solutely no use in case of an emergency.
In Ohio, the Federal Government con-
tributed more razor sets and razor kits
than were essential to Yul-Brynnerize
the entire male population of my State;
and most of that paraphernalia disap-
peared while it was in the hands of the
local civil defense officials who had
charge of it.

Much of what could be found was be-
ing used by local governments in their

day to day operations.
Watches were found in jewelery stores.
Generators, typewriters, adding ma-

chines, aluminum pitchers, and sundry
other emergency items were found in
the homes of the local civil defense di-
rectors, county commissioners, or other
government employees. All this was
shown by the auditor of the State of
Ohio, Mr. James A, Rhodes. Hardly any
of the property was found where it
would do any good in case of a nuclear
attack, unless the local civil defense di-
rector wanted to quickly add up his as-
sets on a “borrowed” civil defense adding
machine, type his last will and testa-
ment on a “borrowed” civil defense type-
writer, and take his last drink from a
“borrowed” civil defense pitcher.

Perhaps the whole mess on which I
hope to elaborate upon further, at a
later date—can be summed up by the
following statement in the report on
Lucas County, Ohio—and now I shall
quote from the report by the auditor of
the State of Ohio on the operations in
Lucas County, in which is located the
great city of Toledo:

Opportunity to avall themselves of the
various bargains in surplus property has
served as an incentive to being in the civil
defense setup, we are told.

In other words, Mr. President, accord-
ing to the auditor of the State of Ohio,
in his report, on Lucas County many per-
sons and governmental units joined the
civil defense setup, as it was being oper-
ated in that area, for the sole purpose of
getting hold of those bargains, the
equipment which was given by the Fed-
eral Government for the civil defense of
that area.

LET THE MILITARY TAKE OVER

Mr. President, the eivil defense we
have today is a myth. The only sensible
thing to do is abolish the entire present
setup, let the military make plans for
coping with an emergency, and get the
Red Cross and similar agencies to broad-
cast first-aid instructions on the televi-
sion and the radio. After all, the de-
fense of the civilians of our country is a
part of the defense of our country, and
that is the work of the military. The
military should take it over now, as the
military certainly would in the event of
a nuclear war.

‘We should initiate a vigorous and con-
tinuing campaign of education on self-
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protection in a nuclear war, and we
should use all the mediums of com-
munication at our command—the tele-
vision, the radio, the newspapers, the
magazines, and our schools.

Civil defense is a part of our total
defense. As such, it should be under the
direction of those who know most about
defense—our Military Establishment,
our armed services.

In his message of August 25, 1959, to
the Congress, the President, himself,
stated that, along with our military de-
fense and retaliatory forces, civil defense
is a vital part of the Nation's total de-
fense. Why then, I ask, has the admin-
istration never once urged the unifica-
tion of our civil and military defense
programs? Why continue with a sepa-
rate agency, politically inspired, to han-
dle the vital problem of the wartime de-
fense of our populace?

Mr. President, only by such a unifica-
tion ecan our Nation have a fruly inte-
grated defense posture, instead of the
50 different plans we have today, all
headed by one big boondoggling bu-
reaucracy in Washington.

The best minds in the Nation are
agreed that it is highly essential that
our Military Establishment be truly
unified. They realize that there must
be true unification of the Armed Forces,
for the defense of our country.

In Canada, our ally to the north, this
has recently been commenced by taking
the civil defense entirely away from the
civilians, and placing it in the hands of
the military.

In Britain, the civil defense functions,
as we know them in this country, are
being exercised by the Home Guard, by
the military of Britain.

Certainly the best minds in our coun-
try realize, and all of our people should
realize, that our Nation cannot afford
the luxury of being saved separately and
independently by the Army, the Navy,
the Air Force, and the Marines, and the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization,
with the resulting huge waste of tax-
payers’ money.

Mr. President, of course all thought-
ful Senators—and there are 100 of us
in this body—believe in unification of
the Armed Forces. We want to save the
money of the taxpayers of the Nation.
We have gone a short distance toward
real unification of our Armed Forces;
but we still have a great distance to go.

I am certain that in the ensuing
months we will work hard to try to
bring about a real unification of our
Armed Forces, so there will be an end
to the duplication of efforts by the vari-
ous branches, and so there will be a sav-
ing of billions of dollars every year to
the taxpayers of the Nation. As a re-
sult, our Armed Forces will better serve
the Nation, better defend it, and be in a
better position to have immediate re-
taliatory power against any enemy
which might attack us.

Mr. President, the defense of the civ-
ilians of our country is a part of the de-
fense of the Nation. Likewise, Mr. Pres-
ident, our Nation can ill afford to sepa-
rate the defense of its most valuable
resource—the people of the Unifed
States—from the defense of the Nation
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as a whole. The people of the United
States must be protected.

Our entire Defense Establishment—
military and civil—must be unified.

Mr. President, I am about to conclude.
May I say that in the event of a missile
attack, the military would undoubtedly
take over. In the Civil War, or the War
Between the States, President Abraham
Lincoln almost immediately suspended
the writ of habeas corpus and declared
martial law. The Civil War, bitter as it
was, would be as nothing compared to
a nuclear attack upon this Nation sud-
denly by missiles from abroad. Imme..
diately upon an attack, whether
planned, or accidently as a result of some
trigger-happy Soviet submarine com-
mander, for instance, our retaliatory
forces would be brought to bear. We
outstrip the Soviet Union on the basis of
at least 3 to 1 in the power of our
manned jet bombers. They immediately
would go into action. Immediately, the
President of the United States would de-
clare a grave national emergency. The
military would take over.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, who is now presiding, and others
who have served our country in the
Armed Forces in time of war, know that
at such a time as that civilians in arm
bands would cut no figure whatsoever.

I have said this before, and I say it
again. Can one imagine what a hard-
boiled sergeant would say to a civilian
with an arm band who tried to interfere
with the movement of our Armed Forces
at such a time?

So, Mr. President, the sensible thing
to do is to face the facts and merge our
civil defense program with the military.

Mr. President, rather than pour bil-
lions of dollars into a shaky, unsound,
untried plan for passive defense, it seems
to me that much more logical is the old
but sound notion that the best defense
is a tremendous offense. America’s shel-
ter lies in weapons. It lies in the trained
men of our Armed Forces. If we can
perfect our preparedness—and I know
that we can—then, Mr. President, we
shall never be hit first or at any time.

DIVERSION OF WATER FROM LAKE
MICHIGAN, AT CHICAGO

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 1) to require a study
to be conducted of the effect of in-
creasing the diversion of water from
Lake Michigan into the Illinois Water-
way for navigation, and for other pur-
Pposes.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move
that the hill, H.R. 1, be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I ask
for the yeas and nays on the motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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THE LABOR-MANAGEMENT REFORM
BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if we may have order in the Senate,
the distinguished junior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy]l, at the
request of the leadership, is prepared to
make a brief statement concerning the
very fine results obtained, I think, in the
conference which the Senator headed
and on which the minority leader and
other distinguished Senators served. I
think this announcement will be of great
interest and real satisfaction to most
Members of the Senate. I hope the
Senator from Massachusetts can be rec-
ognized at this time.

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr, President, I wish
to make a brief informal report as to
the results of our conference, with the
understanding that tomorrow, after the
language is put together and the staff
work is concluded, we will be able to
make a formal report to the Senate on
the various differences between the
House bill and the Senate hill.

I wish particularly to express my ap-
preciation to the minority leader of the
Senate [Mr. DirxsSEN], who, I believe,
together with his colleagues the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GoLowaTer] and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. ProuTrYl,
made it possible for us to reach an agree-
ment, an agreement which I find satis-
facrtéorl? and which I wholeheartedly sup-
port.

To reach such a result on bills as dif-
ficult, on a subject as explosive, on a
subject on which emotion runs so high
as labor-management relations, and try
to bring together bills as different as the
bill which passed the Senate and that
which passed the House was an ex-
tremely difficult task. As Senators
know, it occupied the attention of the
conferees for 2 weeks.

I speak respectfully of the bill which
was passed in the other body, but it
seems to me that there were serious
shortcomings in the reform bill which
passed the House, and the conferees on
the Democratic side, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Ranporpru], and
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl,
shared my view that we could not under
any circumstances have voted for the
Landrum-Griffin  bill. While many
Members of the Senate hold an oppo-
site view, if the Landrum-Griffin bill
had come to the floor of the Senate in
the form in which it passed the House,
in my opinion all the Senators would
have regretted it finally. Also, it would
have been an extremely close vote, and
the bill might not have passed if we had
had a chance to debate it.

I say that because I believe that the
House of Representatives was not wholly
aware of the provisions in the Landrum-~
Griffin bill. It was not the bill reported
by the House committee. It was offered
as a substitute on the floor, and after 2
days of debate was passed.

When we view the significant provi-
sions of the Landrum-Griffin bill, one
after another, in my opinion we must
admit they go far beyond reform, and I
will document that tomorrow. They go
into an area which I think would limit
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what we all would consider legitimate
activities of men and women who bar-
gain collectively.

Changes which were made, and, speak-
ing from the point of view of Senator
McNamara and Senator RANDOLPH, our
views have been uniform in this matter.
The changes which we believe to be par-
ticularly desirable are first, that we pro-
tected the working standards, and this
was also supported by the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GoLbWATER], and others, in
the garment and apparel industries, to
make sure that the hard-won standards
in those industries would be protected.

Secondly, the House bill prohibited the
union from carrying on any kind of ac-
tivity to disseminate informational ma-
terial to secondary sites. They could not
say that there was a strike in a primary
plant.

We quite obviously are opposed to
their affecting liberties in a secondary
strike or affecting employees joining, but
the House language prohibited not only
secondary picketing, but even the hand-
ing out of handbills or even taking out
an advertisement in a newspaper.

Under the language of the conference,
we agreed there would not be picketing
at a secondary site. What was permitted
was the giving out of handbills or infor-
mation through the radio, and so forth.

Thirdly, we provide protection for
picketing which I believe to be essential,
and wheh can be discussed tomorrow. I
believe that under the language on pick-
eting in the House bill, it would be very
difficult to organize workers who are un-
organized.

‘We put a limit on no man's land.

It was the opinion of the Senate that
the Federal law should prevail with re-
spect to interstate commerce, and, in
order to compromise that feature, it was
agreed that the State law could prevail,
but only in those areas in which the
National Labor Relations Board does not
now assume jurisdiction. I understand
the Board assumes a good deal of juris-
diction today. I think the House lan-
guage might have permitted the Board
to yield and have permitted State laws
to prevail over vast areas of interstate
commerce. That cannot be done. We
have closed no man’s land.

We have protected the right of em-
ployees of a secondary employer, in the
case of a primary strike, to refuse to
cross a primary strike picket line. The
House language was vague,

We have protected the right of the
union to follow struck work, in the tradi-
tional way provided under the Taft-
Hartley Act. That was in doubt under
the language of the Landrum-Griffin bill,

We eliminated a section of the Lan-
drum-Griffin bill which would have per-
mitted damage suits against unions
which might have picketed for organiza-
tional purposes. We have provided
regular remedies. Damage suits were
the most serious shortcoming of the Lan-
drum-Griffin bill; and yet, as it referred
to another section, I doubt if any Mem-
ber of the House knew that such a pro-
vision was in the bill. 'The Senate con-
ferees did not know it until yesterday
afternoon at 2 o’clock.

We have provided protection in respect
to membership lists. For example, un-
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der the provisions of the Landrum-Grif-
fin bill with respect to membership lists,
anyone could have copied down member-
ship lists. Union membership lists have
historically been considered a relatively
private affair.

We provided that mailings must be
made by the union, and that any mem-
ber who is a bona fide candidate may
inspect the lists, but he may not copy
them.

The Landrum-Griffin provision on em-
ployer reporting was hopelessly inade-
quate.

I do not say that everyone will like
what we now have, but I will say, having
been a member of the Labor Committees
of the House or Senate for 13 years, that
the bill in its present form is a vast im-
provement over the Landrum-Griffin bill,
from the point of view of reform, and
also from the point of view of protecting
legitimate employer-union activities.

To accomplish that result required
concessions on the part of all of us. The
bill as it comes from conference is not
a bill which I would have supported orig-
inally, but, being faced with the task of
reconciling the House and Senate ver-
sions, and feeling that any bill brought
to the floor of the Senate would have
produced a chaotic result, I think we
have arrived at a bill which, overall, I
can wholeheartedly support.

We have achieved this result because
of the work of the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanporLpH]l, the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, and
the Senator from Oregon [Mr., Morsel,
who does not agree with us. I under-
stand why he is as disappointed as I
am over some sections.

We are also greatly indebted to Mem-
bers on the minority side.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to
concur in the report which my distin-
guished friend from Massachusetts has
made. I shall speak more to the point
tomorrow, but I believe that the im-
portant thing my colleagues in the Sen-
ate should realize is that that which was
absent in the Senate version of the labor
reform bill is now in the bill which Sena-
tors will have an opportunity to vote up
or down tomorrow,

I announced my reason for casting
the sole vote against the Kennedy-
Ervin bill as being based upon the fact
that it did not contain certain provisions
suggested by the McClellan committee;
namely, a provision for action in the so-
called no man’s land area. The present
version of the bill contains such a pro-
vision,

The original bill did not adequately
deal with organizational picketing, which
the conference version now takes
care of,

The original bill did not effectively
deal with secondary boycotts, which the
bill in the form in which it comes from
the conference now takes care of.

I agree with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that this is a vastly superior
bill. I believe that the bill in its present
form is one for which my colleagues
can vote. I think it is a bill which the
American people deserve.
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Naturally, T should like to see this
body continue to seek legislation which
will tend to curb, reduce, or equalize the
almost unparalleled power which resides
in the leadership of some of our unions;
but that is a problem for the coming
session. ¥

I would be remiss in my duty to my
conscience if I did not pay a compliment
to the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. His task has
been long and very arduous and dif-
ficult. I probably know better than does
any other Member of this body the fer-
rific pressures to which he has been con-
stantly subjected. His aim, all through
the conference, has been one of arriving
at a bill which would correct those things
which need correcting, without doing
damage to the labor movement. I am
convinced that such a bill has emerged.

It has been a very unusual and thrill-
ing experience to have served on this con-
ference committee, dealing with a sub-
ject which is so technical, so delicate,
and so vital to the people of this coun-
try, to have had the assistance of mem-
bers of the opposite party from both sides
of this great building, and to have had
the assistance of the staff members, who
added so greatly to the understanding
of the conferees in this delicate field. It
was an experience which I shall never
forget.

I want the Senator from Massachu-
setts to know that, as the ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, I greatly appre-
ciate his dedicated efforts toward ob-
taining a compromise which did not
compromise away the rights of the peo-
ple, and at the same time did not eat
away at the rights and purposes of or-
ganized labor,

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr, DIRKSEN, and
Mr. GORE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Massachusetts yield,
and if so to whom?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield first to the
Senator from West Virginia, a member
of the committee.

REASONABLE, NOT REPRESSIVE, COMPROMISE

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
would not wish to indulge in a pleasan-
try. I feel, however, as we discuss this
conference action rather briefly this
evening, that I express sincere admira-
tion for the qualities of compromise,
courage, and leadership manifested by
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennep¥] the chairman of our confer-
ence,

I realized from the outset of the 12
days of study and counsel that we had
a very exacting duty. My fellow con-
ferees shared in this belief. I came to
fully understand and genuinely apprec-
iate the patience, the fairness, and the
forthrightness with which the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KEeNNEDY]
conducted himself in this delicate, and
sometimes not so deliberative, but al-
ways challenging assignment.

Mr. President, I sense that all the
conferees, on both the Democratic and
Republican sides of this Chamber,
would desire to echo the sentiments
which I express toward the astute Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
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~NEDY]. The Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GorLpwATER] already has voiced
similar tribute.

We must not forget that there was
a procedural matter which called for
admirable leadership on the part of our
majority leader, Mr. JoENsoN of Texas.
He rightly advocated that legislation on
the subject of labor-management re-
form be sent to conference. If is appro-
priate to praise the minority leader
[Mr. Dirksen] for having associated
himself in this bipartisan effort to com-
pose Senate and House versions. Sen-
ate and House conferees could compro-
mise and counsel, and in numerous
areas did diffuse differences.

It is a truism that there are as many
sides to every question as there are par-
ties or interests involved. And the great
genius of the democratic process on Cap-
itol Hill is that it offers a wider variety
of solutions than can be encompassed
by mere opposites. The final drafting of
this type of legislation is embraced in
the art of the possible—the art of com-
promise and conciliation.

Your conferees of the Senate were
charged with the responsibility for a rea-
sonable solution, one which would be cor-
rective of abuses in this field of labor and
management practices. Our solution is
not a perfect result, but as one of the
managers on behalf of this body, I toiled
to prepare a report which would be re-
strictive where necessary but would not
be repressive to the legions of loyal labor
so vital to the strength of our country.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? :

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield.

Mr. McNAMARA. I am pleased that
the conference committee was able to
reach a complete compromise agreement
on labor-management reform legislation.

We worked extremely hard to reach
this agreement. Our goal was to adopt
legislation—a goal apparently shared by
both Houses of Congress, the labor move-
ment, business; and the American people
as a whole. The labor movement, busi-
ness, and the American people as a whole
seemed to indicate that they wanted this
legislation.

In reaching this goal, the Senate con-
ferees at times retreated much further
than I personally believed we should.
Some provisions of the bill are still un-
necessarily harsh.

Nevertheless, I feel the final product
has been tremendously improved in this
regard from the restrictive measure
passed by the House.

The House bill has received a big in-
jection of fairness which it did not have
originally, and it was with this achieve-
ment that I was able to sign the confer-
ence report.

I would certainly feel that I was neg-
lecting my obligation to the chairman
of the conference committee, the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KEnNEDY] if I did not add my few
words to what has already been said
about his fine work in the conference.
He displayed great intelligence and pa-
tience at all times, and gave everyone
an opportunity to be heard on all sides
of all questions. I think he should be
complimented by the Senate for the fine
job he did in bringing forth this legisla-
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tion. I am sure that what has devel-
oped as a result of the conference will
be in the interest of the country as a
whole.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senate was impor-
tuned by many telegrams and many let-
ters to forego the measure which it had
passed after careful deliberation by a
vote of 90 to 1 and to adopt the House
measure. The junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts recommended that the Sen-
ate accede to the request of the House
for a conference to compose differences
between the two bills. Had I been forced
to choose between the Senate bill and
the House hill, I would have chosen the
the Senate bill, because it was more pre-
cisely drawn. It provided stronger
safeguards against corruption and rack-
eteering than did the House bill. But
the House bill was not without its
merits.

The fact that the Senate, despite all
the pressure to the contrary, sent its bill
to a conference with the House; the fact
that we have now before us an historic
measure representing an improvement
upon the House bill, is a manifestation
of the wisdom of following the time-
léonored and tried parliamentary proce-

ure.

The committee of conference has
brought to us an agreement with which
I do not agree in all respects.. But I
think the conference committee has la-
bored long, well, fruitfully, and honor-
ably. I wish to pay tribute to each
member of the conference, and particu-
larly to the chairman of the confer-
ence. The junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts has been courteous and pa-
tient, not only with his fellow con-
frees, but with other Senators who
were concerned. Often he has taken
the time to explain to me and to other
Senators the points of difference and the
points of difficulty. I have placed faith
in his leadership, as have many other
Senators.

Now we are approaching the enact-
ment of an historic measure. It repre-
sents a landmark of accomplishment in
public service by the junior Senator
from Massachusetts. I congratulate him
and salute him upon bringing to the
Senate an agreement and a bill upon a
controversial and vexatious subject. It
may not be perfect. As he has said,
it is not entirely to his liking, as it is
not to mine. But it will represent sub-
stantive legislation in a troublesome
field constituting a severe national prob-
lem. If the bill goes too far in some
respects, Congress will be here to cor-
rect it.

I congratulate and salute the junior
Senator from Massachusetts and all the
conferees.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in
closing, I wish to say that in criticizing
the Landrum-Griffin bill, I do not in any
way criticize Representative Lanprum or
Representative GriFFiN. They made
great efforts to have the conference
succeed. Similarly, I pay tribute to
Representative BarbEN, Representative
TroMpsON, Representative PEerKINs,
Representative Avers, and Representa-
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tive Kearns. All of them played a sig-
nifieant part in the success of the con-
ference.

Also, Mr. President, I wish to compli-
ment the distinguished majority leader
of the Senate, whose judgment that this
matter should be referred to a confer-
ence rather than be disposed of on the
floor of the Senate, has been vindicated.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues who served on the
conference committee in paying tribute
to the distinguished junior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kenneoy] for the
fair and cooperative manner in which
he conducted the meetings.

We have had many long and arduous
meetings and obviously compromise was
necessary on the part of all concerned
in order that worthwhile results could
gelgchieved in a very complex legislative

eld.

I regret that more was not done to
ameliorate the problems of employees in
the construction industry. Because of
the peculiar nature of this industry
rights enjoyed by other segments of or-
ganized labor have not been available
to workers in the building trades and to
me this represents a definite inequity.

For this reason I proposed an amend-
ment which has been recommended by
President Eisenhower since 1954, has the
full support of the Secretary of Labor
and was included in the administration’s
labor reform bill.

I believe this amendment might have
been approved by a majority of the con-
ferees had it not been for the fact that
we were informed this morning that a
point of order would be raised against it
in the House and that the point of order
would be sustained.

In my opinion the bill approved by the
conferees will do more to bring about
reform in the labor movement without
upsetting the balance of labor manage-
ment relations at the bargaining table
than either the Landrum-Griffin bill,
which passed the House, or the Ken-
nedy-Ervin bill, which passed the Senate.

All in all, the conference was both a
trying and an enlightening experience.
I feel that it has produced results which
will work to the general good.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
should have made this unanimous-
consent request when I had the floor
earlier. I apologize for taking the time
of the Senate to do so now.

I believe most Senators have had
placed on their desks the May 1959 re-
search report of the Public Opinion
Index for Industry, published by the
Opinion Research Corp. Thc report is
entitled “The Labor Law the People
Want—If the Voters Were Writing the
New Labor Law, Here Is What It Would
Provide.”

If Senators will peruse this report—
and I shall place it in the REcoro—they
will find that the conferees were justi-
filed in bringing to the Senate the
Landrum-Griffin bill with the improve-
ments which have been made to it, be-
cause the bill is in very close keeping
with what the research shows the Amer-
ican people demand in a labor law.



17722

The report contains some charts which
will have to be interpolated. I ask unan-
imous consent that that interpolation be
done, knowing full well the rule against
the printing of charts. I ask unanimous
consent that the material I refer to be
printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From Research Report of the Public Opin-
ion Index for Industry, May 1959]
THE Lapor Law THE PEOPLE WANT—IF THE
Vorers WERE WRITING THE NEW LaABOR Law,
Here Is WHaT IT WourLp PROVIDE

There is wide difference of opinion on the
kind of labor legislatlon needed, and also
on where the public stands.

Industrial leadership generally has stressed
the need for new laws.

Both the U,S. Chamber of Commerce and
the National Association of Manufacturers
have pushed for a stronger bill of rights sec-
tion and further Taft-Hartley curbs.

Top labor leaders have denounced the re-
form bill passed by the Senate as antilabor.

National Maritime Unlon's Curran de-
scribed the legislation as “a buckshot law
* * * designed to get unions.”

John L. Lewis cited "“all of these bills as an
attempt made by interests adverse to the for-
mation of labor unions and collective bar-
gaining, people with axes to grind, people
with motives sinister or otherwise.”

AFL-CIO President Meany announced the
federation will fight the Senate bill “in its
present form” on the ground that it would
*“Jeopardize the liberty of all trade unions.”

To find out where the people stand, the
index has taken a nationwide probability
sampling of opinion, going into the field im-
‘mediately after the Senate passed the Ken-
nedy-Ervin bill. The public was questioned
on the provisions contained in the bill, plus
other relevant issues.

1. The public is generally aware that cur-
rent labor legislation is designed to tighten
up on union activities—and it favors this,

Note below that union member families
vote as strongly in favor of tighter regula-
tion over unions as does the publie.

“What is your personal feeling—should the
labor laws regulate unions more closely than
they have in the past, or not as closely?”

Regulate unions more closely: Percent
General public e 65
Union member familles_ _________.____ 67

Not as closely:

General public N L
Union member familles____________._.. 9

No opinlon:

Geneval publie. . .o ooimanmaccaas i 29
Unlon member families__ .-~ 24

This is not to say that the public has been
watching the day-by-day activities in Con-
gress on the labor bill, Only 27 percent say
they have heard or read about Congress
working on the new labor law. Union mem-
ber families are little more aware—32 percent.

But awareness that a problem exists has
been on the increase.

In the January 1959, index report, 73
percent of the public had heard or read about
‘corruption on racketeering in labor unions
as compared to 49 percent 2 years earlier.

2. Both the public and union member
families would hit at graft and corruption
in labor unions by placing stricter restraints
on union officials.

In all, 19 possible provisions of the labor
law were covered in the survey. Each per-
‘son was asked, “If you were in Congress,
would you be for or against laws to do the
following things.”

LOANS FROM THE UNION TREASURY

“A law to require unions to report any
loans to union officers from the union
treasury.”
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General public: Percent
For. 81
Agalnst_ ... 5
N DO L e e e i 14

Union member families:

For 85
Against___.. 5
No opinion & 10

GIFTS FROM MANAGEMENT

“A law requiring a union leader to dis-
close any loan or gift he may receive from
representatives of management.”

General public: Percent
B e e e e e Nz (16
Against ~ ]
No opinion. 15

Union member families:

T et el 78
Agairat s - LT U 8
No opinion_ csm 14

PERSONAL FINANCIAL REPORTS
“A law to require union officials to file
personal finanecial reports with the Secre-
tary of Labor with copies to go to union
members.”

General public: Percent
o e ost e L
Against_ o 8
No opinion 19
Union member families:
For_ 79
Against sy e et o 10
No opinion ———w

CRIMINALS OUTLAWED

“A law to forbid any person convicted of
crimes, including robbery, extortion, bribery,
murder, or embezzlement, from holding
office in a union within 5 years after he
leaves prison."”

General public: Percent
POr...an 73
Against 16
No opinion 11

Union member families:

For 75
Against B
No opinion 9

LOOKING AT THE BOOKS
*“A law giving union members the right to
look at the union's books if they suspect dis-
honest or inaccurate financial reporting by
the union."

General public: Percent
For_. 86
Against_ 3
No opinion 11

Union member families:

For Eas 86

Against___ 3

No npinlnn 11
APPEAL TO FEDERAL COURTS

“A law permitting union members to go to
the Federal courts for a ruling if they suspect
union officials have stolen or misappropriated
union funds.”

General public: Percent
For... a3
Agninsteos 5 sl it L 3
No .nplhlnn 14

Union member families:

For 80
A gainzf T 6
No opinion.._. 14

These provisions hit directly at the cor-
ruption practices that have come to public
attention through the McClellan hearings.

There is also a strong balance of opinion
in favor of limiting trusteeship by which one
union can maintain control over another.
This, however, tends to be a rather unfamii-
iar issue for many people. Note the sizable
no opinion vote.

LIMITS ON TRUSTEESHIP

“A law limiting how long a local union
ean be kept under trusteeship by a parent
union.”

General public:
M
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General public: Percent
For. R hins 40
AT e ML, A T 8
No opinion 52
Union member families:
PFor___ 47
Against 10
No opinion Sl 43

3. The public wants more democracy in
unions and favors legal guarantees to pro-
tect the rights of the membership.

EQUAL RIGHTS IN UNION ELECTIONS
“A law assuring that all members of a
union have equal rights and privileges in

nominating candidates, in voting, and in
speaking up at unlon meetings.”

General public: Percent
For s 87
Against. . 2
OIS LT T 11

Union member families:

For... - ]
Against 3 R4 2
Nolppinidn oo cor) ity Se e Uy 9

GUARANTEED SECRET BALLOT IN UNION
ELECTIONS |

“A law to guarantee each union member

the right to vote by secret ballot in elections
of union officers.”

Unlon member families:
FOr....
Against___.
No opinion_

NO DUES INCREASE WITHOUT MEMBERSHIP
APPROVAL
“A law prohibiting any increase in union
dues without majority approval of the union
membership through secret ballot.”

General public: Percent
For... o 8
Against ot T
No opinion 15

Union member families:

For =L 78
Against 11
No opinion 11

RIGHT TO CAMPAIGN FOR UNION OFFICES

“A law permitting each candidatée for
union office to send literature to all mem-
bers of his union at his own expense.”

General public: Percent
Woro Lo 62
Against_ 14
No opinion.._.. ’ 24

Union member families: : i
For... 85
Agalnst 15
No opinion 20

4. Provisions that deal with organizational
picketing, the secondary boycott, “Hot Car-
go” conftracts, are regarded as somewhat
technical—but still have the welght of the
public and union member favor.

No opitnion on five such Issuesr ranges
from 25 to 38 percent, higher than on the
less complex questions. ¥

EXTORTION PICKETING
“A law protecting employers from extortion
picketing—where a picket line is set up in
front of a store or plant until a union leader
gets a payoff.”

General public: Percent
For. = 683
Against__. el 12
No opinfon__ ... 25

Union member families:

+ For 1 a1
Against 18
No opinion.. e et L
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ORGANIZATIONAL PICKETING
“A law to prohibit all plcketing when em-
ployees do not show sufficlent interest in
joining a union.”

General publie: Percent
For 52
Against 22
NOOPIDION: v e e e R e 26

Union member families:

50
inst T 26
No opinion o2 24

NINE-MONTH PICKETING PROHIBITION
“A law barring a union from picketing at

any shop or plant where it has lost a bar-
gaining election within the last 8 months."
General public: Percent
For. - 46
Against 20
No oplnion_— -~ 34
Union member families:
For. Ll e R A A e, 37
Against T = - 34
NoopIlon S T o i e e dam 29

SECONDARY BOYCOTT
“A law to prohibit secondary boycotts
where the union from one company refuses
to handle the materials of another company
because the workers there are on strike.”

General public: Percent
For- R 46
Against 22
No opinion s 32

Union member families:

b - Tl MRt S o TR R 45
Against = 20
No opinion 26

HOT CARGO CONTRACTS

“A law outlawing so-called ‘hot cargo’
contracts under which trucking company
employees have refused to transport goods
to or from any company involved in a dis-
pute with the Teamsters Union.”

General public: Percent
e o e e i Sati o s b g 46
Against._ 16
No opinion a8

Union member families:

For 46
Agalnst... ..o 24

No opinion 30

Note that union member families as well
as the public are consistently in favor of
tightening the rules on union picketing
and organizational practices. Only in the
9-month picketing prohibition is the bal-
ance of opinion almost evenly split.

5. Certain restrictions on employers in
their dealings with union officlals also re-
celve strong approval.
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At the same time that the public would
force disclosure upon union officials, they
want assurances that employers too will deal
in the open on union matters,

COMPANY GIFTS TO UNION OFFICIALS

“A law requiring employers to report any
loans or gifts to union officials.”

General public: Percent
e, R Y. S i ST 77
Against T
O OB e e e e e 16

Union member familles:

- e o e SR T N LS e s S 78
AR o e e i s T
No opinion ts 0 15

ATTEMPTS TO INFLUENCE EMPLOYEES
“A law requiring employers to report any
expenditures made to influence employees
on labor matters.”

General public: ; Percent
For. i 71
Against, -t 8
No opinion_ 21

Union member families:

Ci e i) L e o 72
Agnlrmf 12
No opinion L, e

The public is also in favor of extending
jurisdiction to State agencies for small busi-
ness firms involved in labor disputes.

STATE JURISDICTION
“A law allowing small business firms to

obtain action in labor disputes from State
agencies.”

General public: Percent
For. 58
Against_ 10
No opinion A e 32

Union member families:

I e b o ot B T e e il P oo 54
Agalinst =B
No opinion a1

Note that “no opinion” is at the one third
level. This, again, indicates a relatively low
level of familiarity with the issues at stake
in this question.

IN SUM

In the past 15 years the Public Opinion
Index has been periodically surveying the
public’s attitude on labor issues, Through
these years the evidence shows that the pub-
lic is overwhelmingly In favor of the idea
of collective bargaining. It is also evident,
however, that there has been a continuing
fear of union power. The vote for close
Government regulation of unions has aver-
aged 60 percent over 10 surveys since 1949,
The Taft-Hartley law was a legislative ar-
ticulation of this basic public fear of union
power.
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In the last 2 years, the revelations of the
McClellan committee have shocked the
American people. In the latest sampling
some T3 percent reported they had heard or
read about corruption and racketeering in
labor unions. This survey shows strong
public sentiment for legislative reforms to
eliminate finaneclal corruption in union af-
fairs, to insure more democracy and less
bossism within the union structure, and to
revise the rules on union organization and
picketing.

The people do not desire legislation that
will undermine the collectlve bargaining
function of unions, but they do want a new
set of guiding principles.

One other remarkable fact is that people
are feeling the effects of inflation and have
come to the conclusion that wages and prices
cannot be disassoclated. The series of wage-
price spirals since World War II have gotten
across the fact that whenever wages have
gone up in basic industries, prices have in-
evitably followed.

Following pages show additional evidence
of this in the public's attitude toward the
current steel negotiations:

Congress has been working on a new labor
law. Have you heard or read anything about
this at all?

Per-
cent-

No,
Yes, | have
have not

Per
73

45 years and over
Professionals, proprietors.
White-collar workers

Retired, unemployed, e
Above average income...
Middle income

BHEEEENREERERBEREPERRRNBRENE

B b e R e e R s

Is it your understanding that the new
labor laws are designed to regulate unions
more closely than in the past or to ease up
on regulations over unions?

‘What is your personal feelilng? Should the
labor laws regulate unions more closely than
they have in the past or not as closely?

New labor laws de- New labor laws de-
signed regul.nte Should hhor laws regu- signed to te | Should labor laws regu-
mol‘o more close- unions more closely late unions more close-
Per- or ease up on regula- ly or not as closely? Per- or ease up on regula- ly or not as closely?
tions? cantara] tlons?
base base ;
- | Ease Should Regu- | Ease Should
Iate | upon | No [regulate| Notas| No Jate | upon | No |[regulatel Notas| No
more rm:ﬁl:- opinion| more | closely | opinion more | regula- | opinion| more | closely |opinion
closely closely elosely | tions closely
Per- | Per- | Per- Per- | Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- -
- cent cent cent cent cent . cent . cent cent cent cent cent cent
General publie. . ....... 762 52 8 40 65 6 20 || Above average Income.. 101 72 2 26 il 5 18
Men 342 62 8 30 75 ; § 18 || Middle income....._.... | 342 55 7 38 69 (] 25
W OmON =iy 420 43 7 50 56 a4 38 319 42 11 47 57 T 36
21 to 29 years of age. 117 50 8 42 61 1] 34 189 53 11 36 74 6 20
30 to 44 years....... 215 51 7 42 65 8 n 3n2 53 8 39 63 T 30
45 years and over. 370 53 9 38 66 7 o 201 48 4 48 (1] T 33
Pro: t.ltopﬂa- 208 59 9 a2 67 ] 24
135 64 6 30 ki 8 21 554 49 7 44 o4 6 30
102 41 11 48 61 4 a5 184 49 7 44 57 11 32
118 ] 8 o ] 8 19 263 56 7 a7 73 T 20
: 27 44 7 40 58 2 40
28 50 [} 44 59 7 M 108 68 8 24 7 4 19
78 5 12 g w 4 19 =2 49 6 45 63 3 M
142 50 10 40 62 7 a1
101 50 X 43 54 6 40 ities over 100,000...-.-. 338 56 9 3 68 9 n
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If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law to forbid any person convicted of crimes, including rebbery, extortion, bribery, murder, or embezzlement, from holding office in a
union within 5 years after he leaves prison?
A law to require union officials to file personal financial reports with the Secretary of Labor with copies to go to union members?

September 2

Outlaw criminals Personal financial Outlaw criminals Personal financial
Per- reports Per- reports
cent- cent-
age age
base For |Against| No For |Against| No base For |Against| No For |Against] No
pini opinion opinion opinion
Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent
General public. T62 73 16 11 73 8 19 Above averasa income... 101 76 14 10 74 11 15
en 342 77 15 8 79 10 11 || Middle income.__....... 342 75 16 9 80 9 11
Women 420 69 16 15 66 8 26 || Below middle inonme.... 319 69 16 15 64 8 28
21 to 29 years ofage. ... 117 67 22 11 73 ] 18 || Republicans 189 77 16 v 82 7 11
30 to 44 years. ... 2756 76 15 9 73 ] 18 Demoomts ......... 32 73 17 10 69 10 21
45 years and over 370 72 15 13 72 9 19 L TAER BTN 201 60 14 17 7 8 21
Proie.sslnnals, proprie- Union member families_. 208 75 16 9 79 10 11
___________________ 135 6 14 10 70 14 10 || Nonmember fam 554 72 16 12 70 8 22
White-oo!l&r workers 102 73 17 10 68 8 24 heas 184 66 18 16 69 13 18
118 i 15 8 (i 8 15 263 76 18 6 79 7 14
207 70 16 14 63 10 2
228 67 18 15 T 7 2 108 82 8 10 £4 5 11
78 85 12 3 ki 10 13 || Farms 282 73 16 11 68 11 21
Cities 2,500 to 100,000. 142 67 2 11 T2 6 22
101 68 16 16 67 6 27 || Cities over 100,000_-..--- 438 75 14 11 w 8 15
If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law to require unions to report any loans to union officers from the union treasury?
A law requiring a union leader to disclose any loan or gift he may receive from representatives of management?
= Report loans Gifts from management B Report loans Gifts from management
er- or-
centage centage
base For |Against| No For |Against] No base For |Against] No For |Against] No
opinion opinion opinion opinion
Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percend Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent
762 81 5 14 76 9 15 || Above average Income.... 101 85 2 13 83 g 10
342 &7 [} 7 &0 10 10 || Middle Income__________ 342 86 5 9 81 9 10
420 76 4 20 72 7 21 || Below middle i:mnme. -5 319 75 5 20 68 9 23
117 83 6 11 76 9 15 || Republicans......... 189 84 4 12 81 7 12
205 82 3 156 i 8 15 || Democrats. 372 82 6 12 70 10 14
370 80 5 15 ] 9 15 || Others. . .iocesoconais=- 201 77 4 10 2 7 21
Union member familics_ 208 85 ] 10 8 -] 14
135 87 3 10 76 14 10 || Nonmember fainilies. ... 564 80 4 16 75 2 16
Whlto-m!]ar workers_ ... 102 i} 1 14 81 6 13 || Northeast. . ...c.coccunae 184 il 6 16 74 9 17
Bkilled workers. .. ..---- 118 81 7 12 ki 10 13 || North Cen R T 263 86 4 10 T8 11 11
Bemiskilled an un- 207 7% L] 19 72 8 20
228 76 7 17 T4 7 19 108 88 3 9 83 6 11
Retired ""'""l'éied"" - 3 £ % 9 * 5 ¥t 8 2 15 % 1 1
unem y 15
e T R 4 5 21 60 8 2 338 8 4 13 77 9 14

If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law limiting how long a local union can be kept under trusteeship by a parent union?
A law permitting union members to go to the Federal courts for a ruling if they suspect union officials have stolen or misappropriated

union funds?
: Limits on trusteeship | Access to Federal courts i Limits on trusteeship | Access to Federal courts
er- .
centage centage
base For |Against| No For |Against] No base For |Against| No For |Against| No
' opinion opinion opinion opinjon
Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| Percent Percent | Percent | Pereent | Percent | Percent | Perceni | Percent
General publie. ......... 762 40 8 52 83 3 i1 iddle income._........ 342 45 9 46 84 4 12
Men 342 45 10 45 87 4 9 Bo!ow middle income... 319 33 6 61 i 3 18
420 35 7 58 80 3 17 || Republicans............. 189 46 5 49 86 1 13
117 4 10 46 82 5 13 || Demoorats. ..acecmcaaenn 372 38 10 52 85 4 11
278 42 9 49 83 3 14 || Others_. oo 201 38 8 54 75 5 20
370 37 L 56 83 3 14 Un.lun member families.. 208 47 10 43 80 ] 14
135 39 12 49 86 5 9 || Nonmember families. ... 564 37 8 55 84 3 13
102 a7 8 55 88 1 11 0 e nnlinnaness], - 1B4 30 12 49 84 2 14
118 48 7 45 86 3 11 || North Central...ccwmeeee 263 46 6 48 89 3 8
South-_.-.....,.....-...-_ 207 30 9 61 ™ 4 19
228 a0 7 54 80 3 17 ..__............ 108 49 6 45 7 5 16
(] 47 9 44 88 2 10 || Farms an vﬂ]ag)os 282 40 8 52 81 4 15
- Cities, 2,500 to 100,000 142 36 9 56 86 3 11
ete. 101 30 8 62 2 7 21 || Citles over 100,000....... | 38 41 ¢ 50 8 3 14
A'bovo averige income._ 101 47 9 44 20 3 7




1959

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law assuring that all members of a union having equal rights and privileges in nominating candidates, in voting, and In speaking up

at union meetings?

17725

A law prohibiting any increase in union dues without majority approval of the union membership through secret ballot?

Equal rights in elections | Dues increase after vote Equal rights in elections | Dues increase after vote
Per- only Per- only
cent- cent-
age age
base For |[Against| No For |Against] No base For |Against For |Against| No
opinion| opinion opinion opinion
Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percend Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
General publo: . .onca 762 87 2 11 78 7 15 Ahova nverage income... 101 92 2 6 80 7 13
Menc oo s - 342 90 2 8 83 8 9 || Middle income___._...__ 842 90 2 8 83 6 11
Women. ... - 420 84 2 14 72 8 20 Below middla l.ncome. e 319 1 17 7l 10 19
21 to 29 years of age.__..| 17 88 3 9 72 14 14 189 89 1 10 85 3 12
30to 44 years_. ... 4 275 88 1 11 7 8 15 Demmts .............. 372 il 2 ] 7 10 13
45 years and over........ 370 86 2 12 7 6 15 it Tl S, s 201 81 2 17 72 8 20
Professionals, proprie- Union member families. . 208 89 2 9 78 11 11
tors s e 135 86 3 11 78 7 15 || Nonmember families. ... 554 86 2 12 77 7 16
Whlw-mllar workers....| 102 89 0 11 82 3 15 || Northeast. . cemeena:o 184 84 1 15 71 12 17
Bkilled workers. ________| 118 92 2 U] 80 8 12 || North Central_. 263 02 2 6 85 4 1
Semiskilled and un- South 207 82 3 15 71 9 20
skilled._2_ oo .. - 228 86 ] 14 73 12 15 || West T, 108 00 1 9 85 7 8
PRI, . o e e 78 90 4 6 90 1 9 || Farms and villages. ... 282 87 3 10 78 ) 18
Retired unsmp]oyod, Cities 2,500 to 100,000___. 142 90 1 9 76 10 14
F i R e 101 70 4 17 70 7 23 || Cities over 100,000......| 338 Bii 1 13 82 [] 12

If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law giving union members the right to look at the union's books if they suspect dishonest or inaccurate financial reporting by the

union?

A law to guarantee each union member the right to vote by secret ballot in elections of union officers?

Look at the books Becret ballot in union Look at the books Secret ballot in union
Per- elections Per- elections
cent- cent-
age BE6
T Against N{ﬁ ¥ Agninst Ni: P T Apainst Nii', T Aprainst o
‘or gainst| o - or gains o - or gainst| o - ‘or gainst| opin-
{)OII %n %.Il lli))l]
Per- | Per- | Per- Per- | Per- | Per- Per- Per- Per- | Per- Per- Per- | Per- Per-
cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent
General public. cceecacae 762 86 3 11 84 4 12 || Above average income. . 101 90 2 8 89 il 9
Men. ...... 342 80 4 (i3 88 6 6 iddle income.......... 342 89 4 7 88 4 8
Women._.._.... 420 82 3 15 80 4 16 || Below middle income. .. 819 81 3 16 78 6 16
21 to 20 years of age. 17 88 3 9 85 5 10 || Republicans. ......... el 189 92 1 s 89 2 9
30 to 44 years..___ 275 84 2 14 83 4 13 || De a2 86 4 10 83 6 11
45 years and over, 370 87 4 9 84 b 1 || Others____..._.. 201 79 6 15 82 4 14
Professionals, proprie- Union member families. 208 86 3 11 86 b 9
iy B e B 1356 86 8 6 85 6 9 Nonmamberr families.._..| 554 86 3 11 83 5 12
‘White-collar workers..._ 102 85 3 12 88 1 11 || Northeast. - .-cecceacee- 184 84 5 11 85 3 12
Skilled workers..-.ee-a.- 118 89 2 9 90 3 7 || North Oentral_..._. ...... 263 92 2 6 92 3 5
Bemiskilled and wun- Bouth. .o oennei- RS 80 4 16 73 ] 19
gkllledicoc s ] 228 85 3 12 82 ] 13 L 108 &7 3 10 a7 2 11
Farmers..lo ooioavia 78 o7 0 3 00 4 6 || Farms and vﬂlagus. 282 85 4 11 82 5 13
Retired, unnmployed Cities 2,500 to 100,000 142 20 2 8 B84 3 13
T T = At 101 74 6 20 72 7 a1 || Cities over 100, 000 338 85 4 11 86 4 10
If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law permitting each candidate for union office to send literature to all members of his union at his own expense?
A law requiring employers to report any expenditures made to influence employees on labor matters?
Per- Cnmpaigning for Report of company Per- Campalgning for Report of company
cent- union office expenditures cent- union office expenditures
age age
base base
For |Against] No For |Against| No For |Against] No For |Against] No
opinion opinion opinion opinion
Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent
General publlc-......... 762 62 14 24 7 8 21 || Above average income.. 101 70 10 20 il 6 15
342 66 16 18 76 9 15 || Middle income.. .. .-.... 342 68 15 17 a7 5 18
420 50 11 a0 67 6 27 || Below middle income. .. 819 53 14 23 62 1n 2
117 65 16 19 4 13 23 || Republieans_______ 180 68 12 20 73 5 a8
275 61 14 25 74 6 20 || Demoera 372 62 15 23 73 9 18
370 62 13 25 7 T 22 || Others.. 201 56 15 20 65 9 26
Union member families. 208 65 15 20 72 12 16
135 67 12 21 73 9 18 || Nonmember families_... 564 61 13 26 7l 6 23
102 61 12 v 71 3 il 184 57 15 28 @0 8 23
Skilled workers.._.__... 118 64 19 17 7 6 15 263 70 12 18 75 9 16
Semiskilled and un- 207 54 16 30 67 6 n
228 56 17 2 68 11 2 108 70 | 10 20 74 B 18
78 84 6 10 75 & 20 || Farms and villages___ 282 67 11 22 71 6 23
Cities 2,500 to 100,000_ 142 68 17 25 76 9 15
101 49 12 30 60 10 30 || Cities over 100,000 338 60 15 25 69 9 2
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If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law requiring employers to report any loans or gifts to union officials?
A law protecting employers from “extortion” picketing—where a picket line is set up in front of a store or plant until a union leader

September 2

gets a payoff?
Report gifts to union Limits on extortion Report gifts to unfon Limits on extortion
Per- officials picketing Per- officials picketing
cent- cent-
age ago
base For |Against| No For |Against| No base For [Against| No For |Against| No
opinion opinion opinion opinion
Per- Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- Per- Per- | Per- | Per- Per- Per- | Per-
cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent
General publie_..... Sxm 762 ke 7 16 63 12 25 || Above average income.._ 101 86 4 10 72 6 2
Mean_ ..o 342 83 ] 11 (] 14 18 || Middle income..__.._.__ 42 83 ) 11 67 13 2
Women........_ 420 T2 7 21 59 10 a1 Below middle income. . 319 68 9 i 56 13 a1
21 to 20 years of age. 117 T2 8 20 66 14 20 Republi 189 80 6 14 71 10 10
30 1o 44 years._.._. 275 0 6 15 62 11 n Democrats. e e 372 81 7 12 63 12 25
45 years and over. ... 370 78 7 15 o4 11 25/ )| Others. i 201 08 7 25 56 14 30
Professionals, proprie- Union member families_. 208 78 7 15 61 18 21
tors 135 84 8 8 75 6 19 || Nonmember families_ ... B54 7 6 17 64 9 27
102 i & 18 69 T 24 184 78 8 19 54 16 30
118 79 7 14 H 16 20 263 81 8 11 67 12 21
Bemiskilled and wun- 207 74 4 2 68 6 26
skilllxl ............ L 228 ke 9 18 55 17 28 es 108 83 4 13 60 17 23
i - 82 4 14 79 g 18 || Farms and v‘ﬂ]ﬁ&ﬂﬂ._...- 282 7 i} 17 64 10 26
imd. unemployed, Cities 2,600 to 100,000.... 142 84 5 11 60 1 20
.................... 101 70 b 25 46 16 38 || Cities over lﬂﬂ,wﬂ_______ 338 5 8 17 61 13 26

If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law barring a union from picketing at any shop or plant where it has lost a bargaining election within the last 9 months?
A law outlawing so-called hot-cargo contracts, under which trucking company employees have refused to transport goods to or from any
company involved in a dispute with the Teamsters Union?

Time limits on Limits on “hot cargo™ Time limits on Limits on “hot cargo”
Per- picketing contracts Per- picketing contracts
cent- cent-
age age
base | For |[Against| No For |Against| No base | For |Against] No For |Against| No
\opinion opinion pini opinion
Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-
cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cen cent cent cent
762 44 20 34 46 16 38 || Above average income, 101 65 14 21 5 15 a1
342 58 24 23 53 19 28 || Middle incom 342 47 23 30 52 15 a3
420 39 18 43 40 13 47 319 30 20 41 38 18 46
117 47 24 29 50 20 30 189 54 16 30 53 13 a4
275 45 23 32 46 17 a7 a2 43 A4 33 44 17 a0
370 46 18 36 45 14 41 201 44 18 38 44 16 40
: 208 37 34 20 46 24 30
135 &7 16 27 52 13 35 554 49 16 36 47 12 41
102 46 21 ar 49 0 42 184 46 n a1 43 17 40
118 45 28 20 44 4 g2 263 50 22 28 50 20 30
207 41 18 41 43 11 46
39 25 36 40 18 42 # 108 45 19 36 61 13 a6
78 58 7 35 4 11 25 llages 48 13 39 45 14 41
Cities 2,500 to 100,000.... 142 45 26 20 46 4 40
101 a7 18 45 39 12 49 || Cities over 100,000...._.| 338 44 2 80 48 18 34

If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:

A law allowing small business firms to obtain action in labor disputes from State agencies?

A law to prohibit secondary hoycotts where the union from one company refuses to handle the materials of another company because the

workers there are on strike?
Btate jurisdiction Outlaw secondary Btate jurisdiction Outlaw secondary
Per- boycotts Per- boycotts
cent- ocent-
Bge age %
base For |Against| No For |Against] No base For |[Against| No For |Against| No
opinion opinion i opinion opinion
Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent Percent |Percent | Percent | Percent | Pércent |Percent | Percent
58 10 32 46 22 32 || Above average income... 101 68 5 27 63 12 25
64 14 22 52 0 21 || Middle income.__........ 342 61 10 29 50 2 28
53 6 41 41 17 42 || Below middle income...| 319 52 12 30 a7 24 39
57 14 20 43 32 25 || Republicans.....-....... 189 61 8 31 56 15 20
59 10 a1 47 24 29 || 'D: it an 00 11 20 44 25 31
58 9 33 46 18 B8 || Others. .. - -.-aneensas 201 51 12 37 40 24 36
Union member familles.. 208 54 15 31 45 2 26
(5] 7 25 55 u 81 || Nonmember families. ... 554 60 8 32 47 10 H
63 8 29 51 16 83 || N theaxt,_._----------- 184 65 7 28 a9 =n a3
64 | 10 26 44 a3 23 tral 263 54 14 32 54 20 26
207 59 8 33 42 x a6
49 13 38 44 2 a3 108 56 7 n §0 15 35
72 7 21 51 20 2|'F and villages 282 59 8 33 44 21 35
Cities 2,600 to 1 000......- 142 b4 15 31 47 24 20
41 13 46 a2 24 44 || Cities over 100,000 ... 338 G0 10 a0 47 ] 30
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If you were in Congress, would you be for or against laws to do the following things:
A law to prohibit all picketing when employees do not show sufficient interest in joining a union?

17727

Limits on organlzational Limits on organizational
picketing picketing
Percent- Percent-
age base age base
For Against | No oplo- For Against | No opin-
¥ ion ion
5 Percent | Percent | Percend ! Percent | Percent | Percent
General publie. .- c. il 762 52 - 26 || Republi i i 189 F i 17 2%
Men. .. 342 Bty 1 17 || Democrats. __ 372 &1 24 25
Women. - SarRial 420 49 16 F R I e i S 2 S T 201 50 20 40
21 to 29 years of age 117 55 27 18 || Union member families 7 208 50 20 24
80 to 44 years_. L 275 54 20 26 5 554 53 20 > 74
45 years and OVer. . . oaooea- 370 50 20 30 H 184 42 30 28
Professionals, pro]:riatu:s, ___________ 135 1 18 21 || North Central = 263 59 20 2
‘White-collar workers. . 102 i 21 26 = - 207 56 15 30
Skilled workers...... 118 6l b g 25 || West___. L d 108 48 23 29
Semiskilled and unskilled. ... 228 49 24 27 || Farms and villages. b 282 56 17 o7
Farmers. L. oioc i ot 8 fid 15 21 || Cities 2,500 to 100,000 - 142 M 23 ]
Retired, ved, ete 101 3 22 39 || Citles over 100,000__ : 338 49 24 Sy
Above average i 101 61 18 21
Middle i Ll T 342 b4 2 2
Below middle s 319 48 2 30
Do you belleve we are or are not in a period of inflation now, that is, prices going up and the dollar buying much less?
e Dake [estin bl o, nob |- oo et s | peaed or | o bk 1 st
age base riod of | No, nof opinion age base riod of 0, not | opinion
nflation pl.:ﬂation L
Pereent | Percent | Percent Percent | Percent | Percent
762 B5 @ 6 || Republicans 150 88 8 4
342 85 10 5 || Democrats. ... 372 86 8 6
420 86 T L O ) e e e 201 82 9 L]
117 85 9 6 || Union ber families = 208 83 11 6
275 84 10 6 I\onmember Iy o e 554 87 6 7
370 8 7 7 || Northeast 184 82 12 6
135 87 10 3 || North Central 263 86 8 G
102 87 8 5 (| Bouth____. 207 87 & 8
18 86 7 7 oo e Baicangttl 108 86 8 6
Semiskilled and unskilled. 228 82 0 8 || Parms and villages. ____ =2 88 6 6
Farmers_.._,_-___._,_._ -4 M 2 4 |l Cities 2,500 to 100,000 __ 142 ] 5 ]
Retired, ployed, et 101 83 8 9 || Cities over 100,000 338 82 11 7
Ahove average income - 101 92 4 4
Middle income 342 88 9 3
Below middle i 319 81 8 11

. 'The steel companies and the Steelworkers Union have
workers Union should ask for a big increase in wages, only a small in

started their bargaining this year for a new

crease, or settle for no increase this year?

contract. Do you think the Steel-

Percent- ! Big Small No No Percent- Big Small No No
age base | increase | increase | increase | opinion age base | increase rease | increase | opinion
! Percent | Percent | Percent | Pereent || Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
General pubie. . ceeeeicaamaaeas 762 7 28 40 2 publi e 189 3 27 50 20
D s, 372 7 30 35 28
Mon, o A 342 7 31 45 17 || Others 201 9 27 30 26
Women S 420 T 25 35 33 || Union member families......_. 208 11 40 23 21
21 to 29 years of AEe.camammaanaax 117 10 32 28 30 || Nonmember families. - 554 & 24 44 27
30 to 44 years 275 (1 31 a7 26 || Northeast.._....... 184 9 26 36 29
45 years and OVer. - cceeocanoaa- 370 6 25 45 24 || North Central. 263 5 29 47 19
Professionals, pmprie:ors ....... 135 a 26 49 221l Bouth___.._.__. 207 8 8 48 22
White- co!!nr workers .......... 102 4 21 40 36 || West 108 3 33 33 31
Skilled workers..___________ | 118 [ a1 35 28 || Farms and vll]ages ............. 282 7 25 46 2
Semisktlled and unskilled... 228 10 37 27 26 || Cities 2,500 to 100,000, 142 6 22 8 a8
____________________ 8 10 17 61 12 || Cities over 100,000 . oo 338 7 43 a6 24
Retlred, unemployed,’ ete... 101 5 25 42 2
Above average income.._....._. 101 2 19 54 25
Middle ineome. ... .ccacecaaaas 342 5 30 40 25
Below middle income..........- 319 10 29 35 26
If the labor unions should win a big wage increase from the steel companies, do you think this will increase the prices of such things
as autos and appliances?
Percent- | Yes, will | No, will | No opin- Percent- | Yes, will | No, will | No opin-
age base | Increase not ion age base ease not fon
Percent | Percent | Percent Percent | Percent | Percent
General publie 762 89 3 8 || Below middle i 319 87 4 9
M 342 93 4 3 || Republicans. 189 90 a T
Women 420 85 3 2| D 18, 372 80 3 4
21 to 29 years of MP 117 86 8 7 || Others 201 85 b 10
30 to 44 years._ 275 80 3 8 || Union ber families. 208 84 4 T
45 years and over. 370 90 2 8 || Nonmember familles. oo oocaeccammaaaaaae 554 89 3 8
Professionals, proprietors. 135 a1 3 6 ortheast. 184 88 3 9
‘White-collar workers 102 90 1 9 || North Central 263 90 5 5
Skilled workers 118 02 2 6 || SBouth 207 87 3 10
Semiskilled and unskilled. .- o cocoiaaas 87 4 9 || West 108 91 2 7
Farmers. T 78 94 2 4 || Farms and villages 282 80 4 7
Rotired, , et 101 80 w 13 || Citles 2,500 £0 100,000 e e comeecnnmmammnas i 142 86 6 8
Above average !neome......_.......-.....- 101 2% 1 6 || Cities over 100,000 338 €0 2 8
Middle income 342 89 3 8 7
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If the steel companies feel that unlon demands can be met only by raising the price of steel, do you think the steel companies should
refuse the union demand even if it means a strike, or should they give in and ralse prices to avold a strike?

Manage- Manage-
Percent- | ment Should No Percent- | ment 8hould No
age base | should | givein | opinion age base | should | givein | opinion
refuse refuse
Percent | Percent | Percent " Percent | Percent | Percent

General publie. S| 762 30 28 30 189 48 17 a5
e T e re R P TSR e E Ty 342 40 28 32 anz 32 20 39
Lo Tl LR = A R 420 32 z 45 201 a1 26 43
21 to 29 years of age 117 31 31 38 ber families. 208 30 3 36
30 to 44 years... 275 31 n 42 || Nonmember families. .- -oveeo oo 554 38 22 40
45 years and OVer_. ... eeeeeoemecemeean 370 41 22 37 || Northeast. 184 33 28 39
Professionals, proprietors_ 135 54 16 30 || North Central 263 39 24 37
White-collar workers__. 102 35 19 46 || Bouth_ 207 a5 25 40
Skilled workers......... 118 35 r1l Fol T AR L IR T e TR T 108 34 22 44
Semiskilled and unskilled 228 25 33 42 || Farms and villages. ... . ccoococicio... 282 41 24 35
s e v e Lo W T G 78 47 20 33 C{tics 2,500 to 100,000.. . 142 36 20 44
Retired, unemployed, ete. - oo oacecnamne- 101 29 26 45 || Cities over 100,000 ... ..o ... 338 32 28 40
Above average i 101 45 15 40

Middle i -- 342 38 25 a7

Below middle i 319 30 20 41

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, at the
outset, I wish to ask unanimous consent
that the members of the staff of the Sen-
ate Labor Committee be permitted priv-
jleges of the floor today and tomorrow,
when the conference report is under de-
liberation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would like to state that such a re-
guest has already been made, and agreed
to

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well.

Mr. President, the conference commit-
tee as an institution has been referred to
by students of political science and gov-
ernment as the third house. I have seen
such references many times. Such a ref-
erence is included in a book which was
written in connection with the Reorgani-
zation Act of 1946; and it was pointed out
that the third house has amazing pow-
ers in impressing its will upon proposed
legislation which has already been under
consideration by both the House and the
Senate; and it has vast authority even
under restrictive rules, such as those
which obtain in the House, in fashioning
legislation, in refining expressions and
terms, and in imparting meaning to
them, so that the third house becomes a
powerful instrumentality in our whole
legislative setup.

Mr. President, that would be partic-
ularly true in connection with so abstruse
a bill, which has so many complexities;
and I would be less than candid if I did
not confess my own inadequacy in at-
tempting to keep up with all the com-
plications and ramifications of this bill,
which first was passed by the Senate, and
for which the House now has adopted
an amendment in the form of a complete
substitute.

The bill got to the conference commit-
tee—the third house—because I think
prudence and discretion and wise counsel
prevailed on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I am not insensible to
the spirit and the feeling in the waning
weeks of the Congress, when we wish to
drive to a goal, and leave here. I know
the appeal implicit in the strong urge to
leave the Capitol and go to the halcyon
beaches, the mountains, and the other
vacation areas, when the hot winds of
summer caress this town. So I ean well
understand the urge to leave here.

"~ So, Mr. President, I could detect—as
others could—that there was a desire
among Senators to strike right at the

heart of the matter, by voting on the
House amendment as it came to the
Senate.

I pay the majority leader a well de-
served compliment for insisting—and I
insisted, with him—that a better job
could be done if the bill were sent to
conference. After all, that procedure
follows a philosophical principle which
Confueius had in mind long ago when
he referred to “sweet reasonableness.”
In fact, Mr. President, the majority
leader has often referred to *‘reasonable
men around the conference table.”

Was it not Isaiah who said, “Come
now, and let us reason together”?

So 14 of us sat down and reasoned
together, in rather amicable and friendly
spirit.

There were occasions when ire arose
and words were bandied about the table.
But, like true gentlemen, we saw to it
that they quickly subsided; and the con-
ference committee went to its labors.

So I am delighted, because in my con-
sidered judgment the conference report
is better than the bill as passed by the
Senate, and is better than the bill as
passed by the House, and is the product
of the best the conferees could bring
back.

I pay my tribute to the distinguished
chairman of the conference committee
[Mr. KenNepy]l. It is no easy task at
the shank of the session to be on the
receiving end of the slings and arrows
of fortune—whether outrageous or not.
I think he showed rare patience and
forbearance.

I also wish to pay a high compliment
to my minority colleague, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GoLpwAaTER], who in every section
of the country is regarded as something
of a specialist in this field.

I pay an equal compliment to my dis-
tinguished friend, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. ProutY], who has done yeo-
man service, and who, by means of the
motions he offered, showed, I think, rare
judgment and a keen knowledge and
concept of the subject before us.

If I have to say anything about my-
self, I must say that I am afraid my
prineipal duty in the conference was to
try, when it seemed that frictions might
explode into flame, to make judicious use
of an oilcan whenever I could. I find
that, on occasion, that serves a useful
purpose, too.

Mr. President, I compliment my col-
leagues of the conference on both sides,
and particularly the chairman, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
NEDY]. He has a rare knowledge of the
bill. His knowledge of it has confounded
me on occasions. It has intrigued me,
I salute him for the studious propensi-
ties which were implied in his mastery
of a bill in so highly complicated a field.

So, Mr. President, we have brought to
the Senate the best product we can on
this occasion.

Af this time I wish to say a word about
the allusion which was made by my dis-
tinguished friend, the Senator from Ver-
mont, in regard to a point of order,
because I am afraid I had something to
do with it. It was not partisan in any
sense whatever. But inasmuch as I had
served a long time in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and had served for 16 years
on conference committees, and had de-
veloped some familiarity with the rules
of the House of Representatives, it oc-
curred to me, yesterday afternoon, that
language dealing with so-called situs
agreements involving the construction
industry and the legality or illegality of
a strike which involved many contrac-
tors—including prime contractors and
subcontractors—was new matter. It did
not appear in the Senate version of the
bill; it did not appear in the House ver-
sion of the bill; and although it was
germane to a House provision under the
general subject of boycotts and picket-
ing, yet is was a new substantive pro-
vision.

So while there was a hiatus in the con-
ference, on yesterday afternoon, I said to
the distinguished Representative from
Georgia, PHIiL Lanprum, that I would
like to go to the House and talk to the
Parliamentarian. So, together with
Representative Lanprum, I went to the
House, and talked to the Parliamentar-
jan. Inasmuch as I have known Lewis
Deschler intimately for a long time, I
said to him, “Lew, here is the picture. I
think you know the whole situation.
Can you give us some suggestions as to
what your notions are in regard fto
whether this is in order in the conference
report?"”

He replied, “I will give you an opinion
off the top of my head; I don't want to
be committed at the moment. But I
would say, offhand, that, generally
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speaking, under the House rules, new
matter is not within the frame of the
conference, and therefore it would be
out of order.”

I initiated that, if no one knew it be=
fore; and it was said to me in the pres-
ence of Representative LANDRUM, one of
the authors of the House version of the
bill.

So, Mr. President, at the proper time,
in the conference, that point was made.
I helped energize it up to a proper de-
gree; and we let it go at that.

Then we came up with this problem:
If we were to agree on everything except
one item, would it be taken back to the
Senate, for instructions; and would it go
back to the House; and then would the
point of order be raised, and be found
good—with the result that, after all our
labors, we would find that we still did not
have a bill on which we could take final
action?

Mr. President, I do not subseribe to the
principle which is the basis of the old
ditty, “The King of France with 20,000
men went up the hill, and then came
down again.” I did not like the idea of
proceeding in that way. So I thought it
would be splendid to settle that point in
advance.

Therefore, this morning I concurred
in the sentiment expressed by Rebpre-
sentative BArDEN, the cochairman of the
conference, when he said he felt it was
his duty to make the point of order,
under the House rules. Had I sat where
he sat, I would have said that I felt it
my duty to do so, since the matter in
question was new matter.

As a result, we arrived at compromise
language which was finally adopted.

Mr. President, I believe the chairman
of the conference will agree with me
when I say that if we have not com-
pleted the necessary action, in the sense
that something still remains to be done
in connection with the construction
field, certainly the majority leader has
given his word, and the chairman of the
conference committee has given his
word, and the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
concurs, and I concur, that when we
come back here in January, if there is
something to be done in that field, we
will do it, so that nobody will feel ag-
grieved or feel that he has been forgot-
ten in the process.

Our business for the moment is to get
as effective a conference report as we
can. The very fact that 13 of the 14
conferees have fully concurred and that
12, I think the number is, have signed
the conference report—is that the cor-
rect number, I ask the Senator from
Massachusetts?

Mr, EENNEDY, Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Twelve out of four-
teen is a pretty good score for any con-
ference dealing with a bill of this char-
acter.

So I wanted to make plain that this
question of the point of order was actu-
ally initiated by a Republican and a
Democrat. I happen to be the Republi-
can. PHiL LanpruM was the Democrat.
We went to the House side to get an in-
formal opinion, which was better for-
malized this morning, after there was an
opportunity to consider it further.
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So I think the practical thing to do
was exactly what the conference com-
mittee did under those circumstances.
I am very happy indeed we got a con-
ference report.

I wish to say one thing more by way
of conclusion. There have been made
in the country at times allegations that
contributions are made to senatorial
campaigns and to the campaigns of Rep-
resentatives, and that therefore Sena-
tors and Representatives are being car-
ried around in somebody’s pocket when
we come to grips with a bill that in-
volves management and labor and the
public.

Mr. President, I think this conference
report is a living exemplification of the
fact that when the chips are down, the
Senators and Representatives are in no-
body’s pocket, and that they have im-
pressed their will in what I think is the
general interest and the well-being of
all of the people of the country.

We were sensible of the interests of
labor. We were mindful of the interests
of management. But we were almost
supersensitive about the interests of all
of the people of the United States; and
that is what counts. I think the Senate
and the House, and the Members of both
parties, can be proud of the work of the
conference, because it rebuts these
rather careless and unrestrained allega-
tions that sometimes we are carried
around in somebody’s pocket. I am
proud of the work, and I am distinctly
proud of the legislative body of which I
have the honor to be a Member.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall not detain the Senate long.
I merely wish to commend the distin-
guished minority leader for the very
fine statement he has made. I know
perhaps more than any other Member
of the Senate the burdens he carries.
I know there has not been a day when
it has not been necessary to have at
least 3 or 4 conversations with him in
connection with arranging the schedule
of the conferees to fit in with the duties
we have here in the Senate.

This is one of the Senate's finest
hours.

I am very proud of my young friend
from Massachusetts, who demonstrated
that he could say to his colleagues, in
the words of the prophet Isaiah, “Come
now, and let us reason together.” I am
likewise proud of each majority member
of the conference who participated in
bringing about the results which have
been obtained.

I have counseled a number of times
with my friend Senator CGOLDWATER,
ranking minority member of the confer-
ence, and with Senator DIRKSEN, another
member of the conference. Although I
have not had a chance to discuss this
matter with the House conferees, I think
each Member on both sides of the aisle
should be commended for his lack of
partisanship.

The conferees have done what they
consider to be best for America, and in
doing what is best for America one al-
ways does what is best for his own party.

I have not detected any deep partisan
division in these conferences. The
prophets of gloom and doom are in for
a surprise when they see the results of a
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conference committee that is presided
over by the distinguished junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KEnNEDY], and
upon which there served the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GorowaTer], the distinguished minority
leader [Mr. DiIrksEN], the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr. ProuT¥y],
the distinguished Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral, the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLPH], and the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel.

These Senators sat down with such
distinguished members of the House as
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
BarDEN], the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. PERKINS], the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Lanprum], the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON], the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KEearns], the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Avres], and the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. GriFFIN]. The conference com=-
mittee threshed out the differences be-
tween the two bills in a spirit of give-
and-take which ended—as it always
does—in improving the legislation.

When men from different environ-
ments, with different political philoso-
phies, with varying political views, can
sit in a room and finally—at least 13 out
of the l4—return with a joint recom-
mendation, it is a great tribute to our
democratic system.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the Senate recesses this
evening it convene at 9:30 o’clock tomor-
row morning, so we may have a morning
hour,

I announce we will not have any votes
before 11 o'clock a.m., but Senators de-
sire to make brief statements. I would
like to have that order entered, if I may.

INJURY OF CLARK MOLLENHOFF

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield? .

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I intended to
mention this prior to this time. At a
moment when we should feel jubilation,
we have occasion to feel some sadness.

One of the most valued contributors
to the solution of this whole problem of
graft and corruption in the labor move-
ment has been Mr, Clark Mollenhoff, of
the Des Moines newspapers. Mr. Mol-
lenhoff, along with men like Westbrook
Pegler and others, has been a pioneer in
pointing out graft and corruption in the
labor movement.

I am sorry to announce that Mr, Mol-
lenhoff has suffered a broken neck. Xe
is in the veterans’ hospital at Des
Moines, Iowa. I know he would appre-
ciate hearing from Senators, who must
have a high regard for his ability,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator for that. observation, Earlier
today, less than an hour ago, I wrote
Mr. Mollenhoff a note. I appreciate the
Senator from Arizona's reminding other
Senators,

Mr. President, before I take my seat
I wish to pay tribute to the staff of the
Select Committee on Improper Activi-
ties in the Labor or Management Field,
headed by Bob Kennedy, and to the
chairman of that committee, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. It has
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been his diligent work, his persistent
efforts, which brought about the revela-
tions that enabled the Senate to take
this important action last year, and
again this year.

Senator McCreLLAN and his dedicated
staff have pointed the way to effective
steps to protect the American people
from the hoodlums and racketeers who
have victimized honorable labor. He
was the pioneer in this field.

I do not think any Member of either
body is deserving of more credit for the
results we are about to see produced
than is Senator McCLELLAN.

I am grateful to Speaker of the House,
Mr. RaYBURN, and to the Democratic and
Republican leaders of the House, Mr.
McCormack and Mr. HALLECK, and to the
members of the House Labor Commit-
tee for their contributions in this field.

I hope the conference report can be
acted upon tomorrow.

I know the morning business and other
speeches will keep us busy until at least
10:30 or 11 o'clock tomorrow morning.
I should not expect any votes before
noon tomorrow. We do want to stay in
session late tomorrow evening, mid-
night, if necessary, to try to get action
on the conference report, because it will
have to go to the other body after it is
acted on here.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am much pleased
that the Senator from Texas showed his
thoughtfulness in commending the Sen-
ator from Arkansas for the work which
that Senator has done. I think the
ultimate results which are reflected in
the bill which will come before the Sen-~
ate tomorrow constitute a triumph for
Senator McCLELLAN in the fight he made
to bring about a correction of abuses in
labor-management relations.

For a moment, figuratively, he was
seated off the stage behind the curtains.
I am glad the Senator from Texas
brought him out onto the stage. It
would have been tragic tonight if he had
gone unnoticed and unmentioned by the
Senate.

I say to my colleague, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr, McCLELLAN], the ultimate
‘content of the bill, in my opinion, in a
substantial degree is the product of the
Senator's work. I commend the Sen-
ator for it. 'The amendments which the
Senator offered on the floor of the Sen-
ate, which were rejected, have ultimately
become a part of the bill. My com-
mendations go to the Senator from Ar-
kansas, and my commendations go to
the entire membership of the committee
for the excellent work done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Texas that
when the Senate recesses tonight it re-
cess until 9:30 tomorrow morning? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

I yield to
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Mr, THURMOND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr., THURMOND. I wish to compli=-
ment the majority leader for his state-
ment about the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCrLELLaN]l. I
should like to associate myself with the
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Ohio concerning the Senator from
Arkansas. I do not know of any man
in the Congress, or throughout the
United States, who has worked more
zealously or who has accomplished more
in the field of labor relations and in the
cleaning up of corruption and helping
to expose abuse than the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. May we
have order in the Chamber, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina will sus-
pend. The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from South Carolina may
proceed.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am indeed pleased that the majority
leader has recognized the Senator's con-
tribution, and I was very glad to hear
the words of tribute paid by the able
Senator from Ohio.

I feel, Mr. President, we are fortu-
nate to have a man of such high char-
acter, high principles, great intellect,
and tremendous courage in the Senate.
The Senator from Arkansas is a great
asset to the people of this Nation. I
am proud to be a Member of the body
of which heis a Member.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
sincerely thank the distinguished ma-
jority leader and my colleagues for their
complimentary references to me person=
ally and to the Senate select committee
of which it has been my privilege and
honor to be the chairman during the
past 2% years.

Mr. President, I wish to say that what-
ever success the committee has had,
whatever we have achieved, and what-
ever contribution we may have made to
the public' welfare have been due to two
things.

First, the committee has been working
as a team. It has not been a one-man
project.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order in the rear of
the Chamber, please, so that the Sen=-
ator can be heard?

The A PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas will suspend.
The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Arkansas may pro-
ceed.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, it
has not been a one-man project. There
has been, on the part of the membership
of the committee, a dedicated service
and a definite objective to get the truth,
and to bring to this body the facts and
accurate information upon which it could

I yield to

‘intelligently legislate to correct some evil

conditions that have developed and that
now exist in the field of labor-manage-
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ment relations. That is the first point,
Mr. President.

Secondly, and of no less importance,
is the fact that we were able to assemble,
I think, one of the most able staffs of
young men and young women, to assist
us in this work, that has ever been as-
sembled, possibly, to assist any investi-
gating committee of this body. To them,
under the leadership of Mr. Robert Ken-
nedy as chief counsel, goes great credit
for their dedication, for their long hours
of work, and for their fearlessness and
their - courage. It takes courage to
“‘beard” some of these “characters” in
their “den,” to look them in the face and
interrogate them with respect to some of
their activities and conduct, which we
have exposed, and which have reflected
the conditions that moved the Congress
to take the action it has.

S0, whatever may be said about the
chairman must be said for all members
of the committee. Whatever is said, Mr.
President, for the members of the com-
mittee must also be said for the excellent
staff, each one of whom, to the full limit
of his or her individual capacity, has
made a worthwhile contribution to the
result we have before us this evening.
I sincerely hope and I honestly believe
that organized labor, management, and
the public at large have been served, and
will be served, by our labors and the laws
that the Congress shall enact as a result
thereof. 4

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis=
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the hill (S.
2424) to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 in order to provide that the
equal-time provisions with respect to
candidates for public office shall not
apply to news and other similar pro-
grams.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.
2524) relating to the power of the States
to impose net income taxes on income
derived from inferstate commerce and
establishing a Commission on State
Taxation of Interstate Commerce and
Interstate and Intergovernmental Tax-
ation Problems.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 6939) to repeal the act of October
20, 1914 (38 Stat. 741), as amended (48
U.S.C., secs, 432-452), and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-

‘agreeing votes of the two Houses on the

amendment of the Senate to the bill
(HR. 8374) to amend Public Law 85—
880, and for other purposes.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills:

S.539. An act for the relief of Mrs. Joyce
Lee Freeman;

S.669..An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to convey certain lands to
the Bethel Baptist Church of Henderson,
Tenn.;

S.696. An act for the relief of Mrs. Annie
Volsin Whitley;

5. 1071. An act for the rellef of Nettie Eorn
and Manfred Eorn;

8. 1208, An act for the relief of Concetta
Meglio Meglio;

8.1392. An act for the relief of Isabel M,
Menz;

8.1557. An act for the relief of Allen
Howard Pllgrim, Cheryl Ann Pilgrim, Robb
Alexander Pilgrim, and Jocelyn Marie Pil-
grim;

8. 1650. An act for the relief of Edmund A.
Hannay;

8.1667. An act for the relief of the widow
of Col. Claud C. Smith;

8.1792. An act for the relief of Lilla Al-
varez Szabo;

8.1915. An act for the relief of Chung
Ching Wei;

S.1921, An act to exempt from taxation
certaln property of the United Spanish War
Veterans, Inc., in the District of Columbia;

5.1958. An act to amend section 12 of
the act of March 5, 1915, to clarify types of
arrestment prohibited with respect to wages
of U.S. seamen;

8.2021. An act for the relief of Irene
Milios;

5.2027. An act for the relief of William
James Harkins and Thomas Lloyd Harkins;

$5.2050. An act for the relief of Leokadia
Jomboski;

5.2081. An act for the rellef of Yadwiga
Boczar;

8.2102. An act for the relief of Irene
Wiladyslawa Burda; and

5.2238. An act for the relief of Kenzo
Hachtmann, a minor,

DIVERSION OF WATER FROM LAKE
MICHIGAN, AT CHICAGO

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 1) to require a study
to be conducted of the effect of increas-
ing the diversion of water from Lake
Michigan into the Illinois Waterway for
navigation, and for other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am informed that the yeas and
nays have been ordered on the motion
of the Senator from Maryland [Mr, Bur-
LER] to refer H.R. 1 to the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I am informed by
the author of the motion that Senators
are ready for the call of the roll. If the
yeas and nays have been ordered, we
can get a vote on that now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maryland to refer the
bill to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at a time
when the eyes of the whole world are
upon us in our foreign relations; when
the President of the United States is fly-
ing from one world capital to another
in his fight for the preservation of peace
and security; when we are in Berlin and
elsewhere relying upon the scrupulous
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maintenance of our treaty obligations
and those of others; we cannot ourselves
ignore these obligations in any area—
especially where the interests involved
are those of Canada, one of our closest
allies. But this is the issue involved in
H.R. 1, now before the Senate.

The motion to rerefer this bill to the
Committee on Foreign Relations again
brings before the Senate a matter on
which we voted on March 18, 1959, at
which time this bill was referred to the
Committee on Public Works with the
clear understanding that it was within
the power of the Senate, should it' so
decide, that the bill could be sent to
the Foreign Relations Committee sub-
sequently.

We should not take such action with-
out considering the effect on our foreign
relations, not merely with Canada, but
with every other nation with whom we
have obligations based upon treaty or
past common interest and which would
be watching carefully how we honor
these obligations. In the field of water
rights alone, we have a number of other
agreements, such as those with Mexico
regarding the Rio Grande and Rio Colo=
rado, with Canada as to a number of the
border lakes, the Columbia and St. Law-
rence Rivers and Niagara Falls, and with
the Republic of Panama involving the
water required for the Panama Canal
We also have many other areas of joint
interest with Canada at this very mo-
ment in which negotiations are under
way and which will be affected by the
approach we take in this matter. These
include areas of international trade, fi-
nance and defense policy, and such speci-
fic matters as tolls on the Welland Canal,
Columbia River development and St.
Lawrence Seaway power.

The aspect of this legislation involv=
ing the interest of Canada is the one to
which the least study has been devoted
in past committee consideration, and
the note of the Canadian Government
of February 20, 1959, clearly puts this
issue before us. In a reply to a State
Department request for its views, the
Government of Canada indicated that—

Any authorization for an additional di-
version would be incompatible with the
arrangements for the St. Lawrence Seaway
and power development, and with the Niag-
ara Treaty of 1950, and would be prejudicial
to navigation and power development which
these mutual arrangements were designed to
improve and facilitate.

The point has been made repeatedly by
Canada that every withdrawal of water
from the basin means less depth available
for shipping in harbors and in channels.
Additional withdrawals would have adverse
effects on the hydroelectric generation po-
tential on both sides of the border at Niag-
ara Falls and in the international section
of the St. Lawrence River, as well as in the
Province of Quebec, and would inflict hard-
ship on communities and industries on both
sides of the border.

The Government of Canada, therefore,
protests against the implementation of
proposals contained in HR. 1.

Even sironger notes were sent by
Canada on April 9, 1959, and just last
week, on August 21, 1959. The April
note stated:

Every diversion of water from the Great
Lakes watershed at Chicago inevitably de-
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creased the volume of water remaining in
the basin for all purposes. The Government
of Canada is opposed to any action which
will have the effect of reducing the volume
of water in the Great Lakes Basin. Careful
inquiry has failed to reveal any sources of
water in Canada which could be added to
the present supplies of the basin to com=-
pensate for further withdrawals in the
United States of America. The Government
of Canada considers that many agreements
and understandings between the TUnited
States of America and Canada would be
broken If unilateral action were taken to
divert additional water from the Great Lakes
watershed at Chicago. * * *

Because of the importance attached by
the United States of America and Canada to
the honoring of international undertakings
in letter and in spirit, the Government of
Canada views with serious concern any pos=-
sible impairment of agreements and under-
takings relating to the Great Lakes Basin.
Furthermore, the alarms created by repeated
proposals for diversion which inevitably dis-
turb the people and industry of Canada are
a source of profound irritation to the rela-
tions between our two countries which we
can i1l afford.

I am instructed therefore to express the
hope of the Government of Canada that
the United States of America will view this
matter with equal concern and will be able
to give satisfactory assurances that unilateral
action will not be taken which would im=-
peril the present regime of the waters in the
Great Lakes Basin and the status of the
agreements and understandings to which I
have referred.

The latest note, delivered only last
week, indicated that Canada had taken
note of the pending legislative develop-
ments and stated:

In the view of my Government any addi-
tional diversion of water out of the Great
Lakes watershed would be inconsistent with
existing agreements and arrangements
which together constitute an agreed regime
with respect to these waters. The proposed
unilateral derogation from the existing
regime therefore occasions serious concern
in Canada.

The question which we now have be-
fore us is whether this legislation is to
be rereferred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, where these problems
can receive direct consideration in the
light of our foreign policy problems
with Canada and other countries. I be-
lieve that a referral to the Foreign Re-
lations Committee will serve the best
interests of the Senate and of the entire
Nation.

A look at the specific jurisdiction of
the Committee on Foreign Relations in
rule XXV shows that it is charged with
consideration of matters dealing with
“relations of the United States with
foreign nations generally,” with “trea=-
ties,” and with the “establishment of
boundary lines between the United
States and foreign mnations.” What
could be a better description of the is-
sues involved in this bill? ‘

No matter what the interpretations
of the various treaties by the many re-
nowned international lawyers who have
been quoted here may be, the action we
are diseussing certainly involved the
prime jurisdiction of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee—our relations with
other nations, within or outside treaty
provisions.

Let us be clear about one thing, This
is not an ordinary situation involving
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navigation, water power, pollution con-
trol or rivers and harbors. We cannot
treat it as if it were. It is a matter
which can throw a serious monkey
wrench into our relations, at least with
a nation like Canada whose friendship
is signified by an open border thousands
of miles long.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent to have printed in the Recorp &
resolution of the 10th conference of the
Inter-American Bar Association; and
an extract from the address by Mr. John
G. Laylin, Esq., of Washington, D.C., on
the “Principles of International River
Law"” before the Inter-American Bar
Association at Buenos Aires, November
1957,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion and extract were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

TENTH CONFERENCE OF THE INTER-AMERICAN
BAr AsSSOCIATION, BUENOS AIRES, NOVEMBER
19, 1957—RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY UNANI-
MOUS VOTE BY THE FIRST COMMITTEE OF THE
TENTH CONFERENCE, AND APFROVED WITHOUT
DissENT BY THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL AND
THE PLENARY SESSION OF THE INTER-AMERI-
CAN BAR ASSOCIATION

The 10th conference of the Inter-American
Bar Association resolves:

I. That the following general principles,
which form part of existing international
law, are applicable to every water-course or
system of rivers or lakes (nonmaritime
waters) which may traverse or divide the
territory of two or more States; such a sys-
tem will be referred to hereinafter as a
“gystem of international waters”:

1. Every State having under its jurisdic-
tion a part of a system of international
waters, has the right to make use of the
waters thereof insofar as such use does not
affect adversely the equal right of States
having under their jurisdicton other parts
of the system.

2. Btates having under their jurlsdiction
a8 part of a system of international waters
are under a duty, in the application of the
principle of equality of rights, to recognize
the right of the other States having jurisdic-
tlon over a part of the system to share the
benefits of the system, taking as the basis
the right of each State to the maintenance
of the status of its existing beneficial uses
and to enjoy, according to the relative needs
of the respective States, the benefits of fu-
ture developments. In cases where agree-
ment cannot be reached the States should
submit their differences to an International
court or an arbitral commission.

8. States having under their jurisdiction
part of a system of international waters are
under'a duty to refrain from making changes
in the existing regime that might affect ad-
versely the advantageous use by one or more
other States having a part of the system
under their jurisdiction except in accordance
with: (i) an agreement with the State or
States affected or (i) a decision of an inter-
mational court or arbitral commission,

4. The foregoing principles: do not alter
the norm of international law that if the
territory over which flow the waters of an
international system is of such a nature as
to provide a particular benefit, that benefit
may be enjoyed exclusively by the State hav-
ing jurisdiction over that territory, it being
understood that such enjoyment will be in
conformity with principle 3.

II. That & permanent committee of 'the
Inter-American Bar Association be estab=
lished to examine further the general jurid-
ical principles in this field, which commission
should correspond with other international
associations and organizations (U.N., OAS,
etc.) devoting their attention to the study
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of the principles of law governing the uses
of international rivers.

III. That this permanent committee study
and prepare for the 11th conference of the
Inter-American Bar Association a report deal-
ing, among other matters that it considers of
interest, with the following:

1. The question of the rights, if any, of
nonriparian States which may have interests
dependent upon a system of International
waters.

2. The question of indemnification and of
preventing unlawful acts in the use of waters
of international systems that might cause
irreparable damage or might even lead to a
situation likely to endanger the peace or
constitute a threat to the peace.

8. The question of sharing costs in the
operation, maintenance, and development of
a system of international waters.

4. The questions of pollution and flood
control.

5. The question of the priorities as between
different uses of the waters of a system of
international waters and the relation of these
priorities to the specific characteristics of
the system.

6. The question of the differences in legal
treatment of the right of dominion over as
distinguished from the right to the use of a
system of international waters.

7. The possibility of systematizing the
practical rules put into effect by the States
to achieve the most advantageous use of
systems of interstate or international waters.

8. The difference, if any, arising in the
application of general principles of interna-
tional law as between international boundary
water systems and successive water systems.

9. The possibility of creating general
and/or regional commissions and tribunals
in order to facilitate the most advantageous
use of the waters and the solution of con-
flicts relating to the regime of systems of
international waters.

IV. That the committee be requested to
collect, classify, and analyze the precedents
from every part of the world evidencing prac-
tices accepted as law governing the use of
international waters.

V. That States with an interest in an inter-
national water system ought to participate,
as soon as possible, in the collection and
exchange of physical and economic data es-
sential for the planning and realization of
the rational use of the waters.

ExTrRACT FroM ADDEESS BY JOHN G. LAYLIN,
Esq., oF WasHIiNgTON, D.C.,, BEFORE THE
INTER-AMERICAN BaR ASSOCIATION AT BUE-
Nos AIRes, NoveMBER 1957

Professor Sauser-Hall considers the use in
international matters, by analogy, of de~
cisions of tribunals in Federal States.
(L'Utilisation Industrielle des Fleuves Inter-
nationaux, 83 Recueil des Cours 471 [Hague
Academy, 1953, II]). He says:

“The conflicts of interest which the utill-
zation of water courses can stir up between
the member States of a confederation of
States, or of a Federal State present the
strongest analogy to those which oceur on
the international plane between sovereign
States; * ® *" (Id. at 471-472, trans. ours.
See Id. at 516-517.)

Further, under article 38 of the Statute of
the I.C.J., there is no reason to deny the
opinions of municipal judges at least the
status of “teachings” of qualified publicists.

In a long and unbroken line of decisions
the Supreme Court ¢ondemns the principle
of absolute sovereign rights and upholds the
principle of equitable apportionment. The
contention that a State is entitled to do as it
wishes' with the waters of a Interstate river
physically within its boundaries was asserted
by Colorado in two of the earlier cases on this
subject, Kansas v. Colorado, 185 U.S. 1256
(1902), 206 U.S. 46 (1907), and Wyoming v.
Colorado, 258 U.S. 419 (1922), and was re-
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jected by the U.S. Supreme Court. In the
latter case the Court sald (Id. at 466):

“The contention of Colorado that she as a
State rightfully may divert and use, as she
may choose, the waters flowing within her
boundaries in this interstate stream, regard-
less of any prejudice that this may work to
others having rights in the stream below her
boundary, can not be maintained. The river
throughout its course in both States is but
a single stream wherein each State has an in-
terest which should be respected by the other,
A like contention was set up by Colorado in
her answer in Kansas v, Colorado and was
adjudged untenable. Further consideration
satisfies us that the ruling was right, It has
support in other cases, of which Rickey Land
& Cattle Co. v. Miller & Luzx, 218 U.S. 258;
Bean v. Morris, 221 U.S, 485; Missouri v, Illi-
nois, 180 U.S. 208, and 200 U.S. 496; and
Georgia v. Tennessee Copper Co., 206 U.S. 230,
are examples.”

The Supreme Court has consistently ad-
hered to this position, whether the domestic
law of the States concerned was the common
law of riparian rights, the law of appropria-
tion, or some variant of these. Among the
principal cases are Missouri v. Illinois, 180
U.S, 208 (1901), 200 U.S. 496 (1906); North
Dakota v. Minnesota, 263 U.S. 365 (1923);:
Wisconsin v. Illinois, 278 U.S, 367 (1929);
Connecticut v. Massachusetts, 282 U.S. 660
(1031); New Jersey v. New York, 283 U.S. 336
(1931); Colorado v. Kansas, 320 U.S. 383
(1943); and Nebraska v. Wyoming, 325 U.S.
589 (1945).

The doctrine of absolute rights was also re-
Jected by the Swiss Federal Tribunal in
Aargau v. Zurich (Smith, at 89, 104), and by
the German Staatsgerichtschof in Wuerttem=
berg and Prussia v. Baden (Id. at 55, 117).
The Itallan Court of Cassation, in Société
Energie Electrigue du Littoral Mediterranéen
v. Compagnia Imprese Eletiriche Liguri
(1839) , Annual Digest of Public International
m\; Cases [Lauterpacht] 1938-1940 (No. 47),

“International law recognizes the right on
the part of every riparian State to enjoy as
a participant of a kind of partnership cre-
ated by the river, all the advantages deriving
from it for the purpose of securing the wel-
fare and the economic and civil progress of
the nation. * * * However, although a
State, In the exercise of its right of sover-
eignty, may subject public rivers to what~
ever regime it deems best, it cannot disre-
gard the international duty, derived from
that principle, not to impede or to destroy,
as a result of this regime, the opportunity of
the other States to avall themselves of the
flow of water for their own nationsal needs.”

APPENDIX A
REVIEW OF GOVERNMENTAL THEORIES AND
PRACTICES OF THE UNITED STATES, CHILE,
AUSTRIA, AND INDIA T
UNITED STATES

U.S. Attorney General Harmon In 1895
rendered an opinion, apropos a dispute with
Mexico about the waters of the Rlo Grande,
that “the rules, principles, and precedents
of international law impose no Hability or
obligation upon the United States” (21
Opinions of the Attorney General 267
(1895) ). This opinion was rendered some
years before the first decision of the U.S.
Supreme Court on the subject; the
Supreme Court has utterly disowned such a
theory, :

For half a century this country contin-
ued, in diplomatic negotiations both with
Mezxico and with Great Britain (for Canada),
to assert from time to time a right to do
as it' wished with the waters within its ter-
ritory. ' But its treaties with these two na-
tlons, (Smith, at 168, 170) made in 1906 and
1809 respectively, while formally reserving
a right to assert this doctrine, incorpo-
rated concessions gquite inconsistent with it,
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The United States agreed to deliver to Mex-
ico stated quantities of water, and undertook
the whole cost of the works necessary to as-
sure such deliveries. The treaty with Great
Britaln provided in some detall for the reg-
ulation of the border lakes, for the division
of supplies of certain rivers, and in other
cases for giving to individual riparians in
the downstream nation the rights provided by
domestic law of the upstream nation. This
treaty was so framed as to exclude from its
terms the controversial diversion of water
from Lake Michigan by the Chicago Drain-
age District, and to that extent may be sald
to have preserved Attorney General Har-
mon's position. While the controversy about
this diversion persisted for many years, it
has by now become largely moot because
the U.B. BSupreme Court, at suit of
other riparian states, has imposed on the
dralnage district limitations which go far
toward meeting such limitations as derive
from international law. Wisconsin v. Illi-
nois, 278 U.B, 367 (1929), 281 U.S. 179 (1930),
89 U.S. 395 (1933). Smith (at 52) suggests,
however, that compensation for past dam-
age 1s called for.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that we
may have a vote on the motion of the
Senator from Maryland in 20 minutes;
and that 10 minutes of the time be con-
trolled by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras] and 10 minutes of the time be
controlled by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr, WiLeY].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

Mr. KUCHEL. -Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, do I correctly
understand the Senator to say it is the
intention to keep the Senate in session?

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Until we
vote.

Mr. EUCHEL. Until after we vote?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Surely: We
are trying to get a vote. I thought Sen-
ators were ready for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Louisi-
ana.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, I
was on my feet reserving the right to
object—

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
action just taken be vitiated. I did not
hear the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MCNAMARA., Mr. President, I
think we ought to have a moment to con-
sider the proposal. We have not been
consulted. We have been talking about

this matter for some days. I do not like
snap action.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thought

the Senator from Wisconsin was speak-
ing for the group in opposition to the
measure. The Senator has been asking
for a vote. The minority leader was
very anxious, also. I consulted both the
proponents and the opponents of the bill
I did not consult each individual. If the
Senator wants to extend the time, I
would be glad to do it to suit his con-
venience, I thought the Senator from
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Wisconsin felt we ought to vote without
any discussion.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thought so, too.
For that I was ready. This surprised
me. We are doing something other than
voting.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We are pro=-
viding for equal time. Does the Senator
want more time than what we have al-
lowed?

Mr. McNAMARA. I wanted to vote
now, I was prepared to vote now.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We cannot
do that, because the Senator from Illi-
nois wants 10 minutes. We can give the
other side 10 minutes, to reply to the
Senator from Illinois. Does the Senator
want to change that?

Mr. McNAMARA.
explanation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas that there be 20 minutes
allotted for consideration of the motion
of the Senator from Maryland; with 10
minutes for each side? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

I will accept the

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY TO SOPHRONIA SMI-
LEY DELANEY AND HER SONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 6) to provide for the conveyance of
certain real property of the United
States to Sophronia Smiley Delaney and
her sons, which was, on page 1, line 7,
strike out “$2,500" and insert “$5,000."

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
have consulted with the majority leader
and the minority leader as to this
matter.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

DIVERSION OF WATER FROM LAKE
MICHIGAN, AT CHICAGO

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bhill (H.R. 1) to require a study
to be conducted of the effect of increas-
ing the diversion of water from Lake
Michigan into the Illinois Waterway for
navigation, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur-
LER], to refer HR. 1 to the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

The Chair wishes to state that the
unanimous consent agreement is in ef-
fect. Ten minutes are allotted to each
side.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will yield 2 min-
utes, with the understanding that the
time does not eome out of my time.
[Laughter.]

Mr., FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
Very generous.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish
to speak very briefly on the motion to
refer the pending bill to the Foreign
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Relations Committee without any date
being attached as to the time the com=
mittee should report.

This is, of course, a motion to kill the
bill, and if it is adopted it will be as a
result of the long discussion which the
opponents of the bill have waged and
the threat of further discussion if this
motion is defeated. We are legislating,
therefore, with a pistol held at our heads,
and I do not believe in acceding to
threats, either open or covert.

It should be noticed, Mr. President,
that this measure clearly falls within
the jurisdiction of the Public Works
Committee, because on page 40 of the
Rules of the Senate the jurisdiction of
the Public Works Committee is stated to
cover “oil and other pollution of nayi-
gable waters.”

The bill has been four times referred

to the Public Works Committee and four
times reported by the Public Works Com-
mittee. Now, because Canada has raised
certain objections, it is proposed by the
Senator from Maryland to take it away
from the Public Works Committee and
refer it to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

If we start adopting this precedent
we will disorganize the internal man-
agement of the affairs of the Senate.
For example, very frequently foreign
countries object to our tariff provisions
and to quotas which we impose on goods
from foreign countries. Shall we there-
fore take the jurisdiction of tariff mat-
ters away from the Finance Committee
and give it to the Foreign Relations
Committee? We will have to do so if
this precedent is adopted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator.

yvield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have only 10 min-
utes, and I would prefer to conduct my
argument, and then the Senator, if he
is opposed, can argue on his own time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not opposed.
I want to propose a question.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since I have only 10
minutes I would prefer, if I may to con-
duct my discussion in as orderly a way
as possible.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I mean, I am not
in opposition to the Senator. It is all
right if he does not want to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. A poverty-stricken
person cannot be as generous as a mil-
lionaire, and since I have only 10 min-

utes, I hope the Senator will not think I

am discourteous if I prefer to proceed in
my own way, and to husband such little
time as I have.

Foreign countries also object very
frequently to our Immigration policies.
Does this mean that immigration bills
shall be taken from the Judiciary Com-
mittee and given to Foreign Relations?

I submit, therefore, that from a pro-
cedural standpoint we are making a great
mistake if we send this bill to Foreign
Relations.

Mr. President, I know it is said that
we should do this in behalf of good re-
lations with Canada, and it is charged
from time to time that in some fashion,
never quite stated, that this bill violates
the treaty of 1909 and the treaty of 1950.
I have studied both of these treaties very
carefully and it is apparent that this is
not true.
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The treaty of 1909 refers specifically
as international waters to those lakes in
which the international boundary line
runs, and a casual inspection of the
maps here behind us show that those
lakes are Superior, Huron, Erie, and On-
tario., The international boundary lines
do run through those lakes, but the in-
ternational boundary line does not run
through Lake Michigan, Lake Michigan
lies 37 miles east of the beginning of the
boundary line.

The exclusion of Lake Michigan was
deliberate from the 1909 treaty. Secre-
tary of State Elihu Root in his testimony
before the Foreign Relations Committee
specifically stated that Lake Michigan
was excluded.

So far as the 1950 treaty is concerned,
that provided for the equal allocation of
water flowing out from Lake Erie, but it
did not prescribe any level in Lake Erie,
nor did it prescribe any specific rate of
flow in the Niagara River itself. It
merely said that such water as was
available was to be shared equally be-
tween Canada and the United States.
So on a legal basis we are violating
nothing whatsoever in passing this bill.

I know an appeal is being made that
we should be generous to Canada. I
want to be generous to Canada. I have
opposed some tariffs and some quota
systems which this administration has
put into effect because I thought they
treated Canada unfairly and unjustly,
but we need to remember this, that we
have already been extremely generous
to Canada so far as the waters of the
Great Lakes system are concerned.

In the original 1910 agreement Can-
ada was given 36,000 cubic feet per sec-
ond, the United States only 20,000.
This was beécause Chicago at that time
was given by the Secretary of War
10,000 cubic feet per second. In other
words, Chicago’s claim of 10,000 cubic
feet, which had been perfectly legal and
had been granted by the Secretary of
War, was specifically recognized. Can-
ada, therefore, was given a larger share
of the residue than the United States re~
ceived because of this very fact.

As time went on Chicago did not uti-
lize its full 10,000 cubic feet per second.
It cut down some of this amount volun-
tarily. Part of it was reduced by rulings
of the Secretary of War and the Su-
preme Court, and each time that the
share of Chicago was reduced we loyally
obeyed. But, and this is the interesting
point, Canada’s share was nof reduced.
The United States did not claim for it~
self the amount which Canada did not
use.
Canada in other words received all the
share of waterpower which Chicago did
not use. Furthermore we have been
generous in giving to Canada without
charge waterpower at Niagara which
American private plants could not use.
If we add up the total, of these gifts,
we reach this startling fact: the com-
mercial value of the waterpower to
which Chicago and the United States
were origially entitled, but which we did
not use, and which has been turned over,
therefore, to Canada, is in the neigh-
borhood of $320 million. We have done
this for Canada very gladly, because of
our desire to be a good neighbor.
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Now, Canada  for internal political
reasons which in the interests of inter-
national amity I shall not enlarge upon,
comes in and objects to this bill because
for 1 year only there is to be an added
experimental diversion of 1,000 cubic feet
per second. As a mafter of fact, this
would lower the level of the Lakes Mich-
igan and Huron by only one-quarter of
an inch, and would lower the level of
Lakes Erie and Ontario by between one-
eighth and one-sixteenth of an inch.
This is what the opponents of this bill
are talking about in very piteous lan-
guage when they debate upon the great
evils done to Canada. The loss is in fact
infinitesimal.

There is one further factor which
should be noted. If Chicago is given the
right to take a thousand cubic feet a
second out of Lake Michigan, this will
be a loss of only 235 cubic feet a second
at Niagara. We have worked out the eco-
nomic loss very accurately. It does not
exceed $36,000 a year. In other words,
Canada and her sponsors in this body
have been making a mountain out of a
mole hill. As the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerr] observed in his open-
ing speech, the opponents have been
hiding behind the skirts of our “Sister
of the Snows"” to the north of us.

The city of Chicago and the communi-
ties to the south of our city want to have
this test made, to consider all aspects of
the very difficult problem of dealing with
the sewage of the great metropolitan
community.

The city of Chicago has probably the
best sewage disposal system in the world.
It is able, by the most advanced pro-
cesses, satisfactorily to dispose of 90
percent of this material. There is how-
ever an irreducible residual of about 10
percent. But since the city is handling
the equivalent of 8! million units, this
means that the waste of 850,000 people is
discharged into the Chicago River. We
want to handle this problem as effec-
tively as possible. We believe that a test
of 1 year is necessary to do it in order to
determine whether this is the best way
to bring the needed additional oxygen
into the water, for oxygen is the great
purifier.

I therefore ask that this motion be de-
feated.

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. NEUBERGER].

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
dislike very much to disagree with my
friend from Illinois, whom I regard as
one of the great Members of the U.S.
Senate. However, the fact remains that
whether Canada was wise or unwise in
opposing this diversion, the Canadian
Government has opposed the proposed
diversion.

I speak as a Senator from the Pacific
Northwest who has taken a predomi-
nant interest in trying to prevent the
diversion of the upper Columbia River.
In 1955, I was assigned by the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs to make a survey in British Colum-
bia and elséewhere in Canada of the posi-
tion of the Canadian Government and
Canadian opinion on this issue.

The Canadian Parliament has author-
ized a study of diversion of the upper
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Columbia. It has appropriated $250,000
for this purpose. A diversion has been
proposed which would take out of the
upper Columbia River a quantity of
water equal to the entire flow of the
Colorado River at Glens Ferry. If this
were to occur, some of the greatest
power projects ever built on the face of
the earth would have a ceiling placed
on their production, and they might be
left stranded with respect to future pro-
duction. I refer to Grand Coulee,
Bonneville, Chief Joseph, and other
projects.

We in the Pacific Northwest do not
see how we can antagonize Canada with
respect to Lake Michigan, in connection
with a diversion which Canada disap-
proves, without risking diversion of the
upper Columbia River, which would be
s0 disastrous and perilous to our future
development.

The Senator from Illinois is correct
when he says that Lake Michigan is 37
miles from Canada. But we in Oregon
have waters 300 miles from Canada: yet
they would be affected by the diversion
of the Columbia. /

Lake Michigan is a part of an inter-
national waterway, the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence system. Whether or not a par-
ticular body of water touches Canada or
touches an international border has
nothing to do with the fact that it is a
part of the flow which stems from inter-
national waters.

Our beloved colleague from Illinois re~
ferred to Canada as “Our Lady of the
Snows.” I think that was Kipling’s
term.

Our Lady of the Snows and its govern-
ment have protested the proposed Lake
Michigan diversion. I am not compe-
tent to say whether or not Canada
should protest the diversion, but the fact
is that Canada has protested it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oregon has
expired. : ;

Mr. NEUBERGER. May I have an
additional minute?

Mr. WILEY. I yield 1 minute addi-
tional to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We share with
Canada the greatest single waterway for
power production on the North Ameri-
can Continent, namely, the Columbia
River; and I daresay that we cannot risk
antagonizing Canada on Lake Michigan,
without endangering the great power po-
tential of the Columbia River, which is
vital to our Pacific Northwest States.

I regret to have to take a position
against this diversion, because I know
how desperately Chieago needs the wa-
ter. In 1958 I voted for the diversion,
because the position of Canada was am-
biguous, but I said that if Canada op-
posed the diversion, I did not see how a
Senator from the Pacific Northwest
could go along with it and seriously rep-
resent the great projects on the Colum-
bia River. Our very survival is de-
pendent on the good will of the Cana-
dian Government,

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the junior Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr, DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, three
times almost identical bills have passed
the House. Twice such a bill has passed
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the Senate. The provisions of the pres-
ent bill have been considerably reduced.

The bill calls for only a year’s diver-
sion. The subject has been thoroughly
ventilated in the Public Works Commit-
tee. I doubt whether I have ever seen
such penetrating interrogation of a wit-
ness as that conducted by the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
KEerr]. The whole case was made there.
Nothing particularly new has been added
in the discussion here.

We talk on one side about loss of
power and reduction in lake levels, and
Joss of commerce, but on the other side
is the overwhelming effect of the health
of millions of people. Other areas may
be indifferent to health. I say, in all
kindliness, that I noticed that in the
State of my distinguished friend from
Wisconsin the health authorities had to
close several public bathing beaches be-
cause the waters have been contami-
nated. I am advised that as far north
as Green Bay the people must go 20
miles for their drinking water, because
of the contamination of the lake.

The people in the sanitary district and
in Chicago, and Illinois, have laid out
$400 million for treatment plants. They
have never contaminated the lake water
at any time.

We come here in good grace, and with
perfectly clean hands, to ask for a reso-
lution of the issue which is before us.
Therefore there is no point in sending
the bill to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. It passed the Senate twice be-
fore. It passed the House three times
before. Let us have done with it now.
Let us finally resolve the issue. Let us
vote upon passage of the bill. I trust
it will be favorably considered.

I hope, therefore, that the pending
motion to send the bill to still another
committee of the Senate will be de-
feated.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Senators have before them the report
of the debates in the Canadian Parlia-
ment. They tell the story of the inter-
national picture. Let Senators kick
Canada in the teeth if they so desire.

The Senator from Illinois made a di-
versionary remark. He spoke about the
so-called condition in Milwaukee. The
evidence shows plenty about the fail-
ure in Illinois to do the job after the
court, on a number of occasions, had
told them to clean their own house.
Now they want to kick Canada in the
teeth.

Senators may read the manusecript
which has been placed on their desks.
It has been in the offices of Senators for
weeks, and now it is on their desks.

Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the state-
ment has been made that the bill au-
thorizes the diversion of only 1,000
second-feet of water from Lake Mich-
igan into the Illinois Waterway. The
bill, authorizes the diversion of an aver-
age of 2,500 second-feet the year round.
To be certain, I read from the bill:

With respect to the regulation of flows
along the Illinois River, particularly at Pe-
kin, Illinois, the diversion authorized by
this Act in accordance with this section will
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be regulated with the objective of main
taining a uniform flow at Pekin of eight
thousand cubic feet per second,

The bill does not authorize simply the
diversion of 1,000 feet a second. There
is no limit to the diversion. It may be
any amount up to 8,000 feet a second
during the dry season.

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, how
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has 2 minutes
remaining. 3

Mr. WILEY. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
concerning the comments by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Doucras]l about the
effect of the bill being referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I see
no reason why that should mean the
end of the bill or the killing of the bill.
The committee is not accustomed to
burying bills. I assure the Senator from
Ilinois that the bill will receive serious
consideration. I really think that fol-
lowing some negotiations with the Ca-
nadian Government, a reasonable pro-
cedure for the extraction of a reasonable
amount of water for Chicago can be
adopted.

What the Canadian Government ob-
jects to is not the extraction of some of
the water. They object to its extraction
without any agreement or any procedures
which might restrict the abuse of such
a practice in the future.

I see no reason to assume that be-
cause the bill may be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, that
will be the end of the bill. I believe the
committee will enlist the assistance of
the State Department, that negotiations
will take place with Canada, and that
some reasonable procedure by which a
reasonable amount of water can be used
by the city of Chicago will be arrived at.

I myself think that Chicago should
have consideration in this respect, but
I am impressed by the argument that
the procedure should not be unilateral;
and also that if it is possible to take
1,000 cubic feet, it is possible to take
100,000 cubic feet, without any right
on the part of Canada to interject her
interests into the matter.

I think the interests of Canada arising
out of the Seaway and the power de-
velopment have changed the situation
to such a degree that Canada has a
Jegitimate interest in being consulted
about this proposal.

I assure the Senator from Illinois that
it is not my intention, as chairman of
the committee, and I do not think it is
the intention of any other member of
the committee, to bury the bill. I am
not insisting on its referral to the com-
mittee, but I think it would be good prac-
tice to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
for debate has expired. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. BurLeEr] to
refer H.R. 1 to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. 4
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' Mr. MONRONEY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a live pair
with the distinguished Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CapEHART]. If he were pres-
ent, he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHavEz], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpeENn], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Kennepy], and the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. LonG], are absent on
official business.

I also anounce that the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O’MaHoNEY] is absent
because of illness. :

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHurcH] and the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. FRear] are ab-
sent on official business attending the
Interparliamentary meeting in Warsaw,
Poland.

I further anounce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHavEz], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CHURCHI, the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Frear], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HaypENn], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. Lownel, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
[O’MABONEY] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casel
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland, and, if present
and voting, would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]
is absent on official business and, if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “yea.”

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is detained on official business.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CApE-
HART] is detained on official business and
his pair has been previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 34, as follows:

YEAS—bH4
Aiken Ervin Mundt
Anderson Fulbright Muskie
Beall Goldwater Neuberger
Bennett Green Prouty
Bible Hart Proxmire
Bridges Hennings Robertson
Bush Hickenlooper Russell
Butler Humphrey Saltonstall
Byrd, Va Javits Scott
Cannon Jordan Smathers
Carlson Eeating Smith
Case, N.J Kuchel Sparkman
Clark Langer Stennis
Curtis Lausche Talmadge
Cooper MeClellan Thurmond
Cotton McNamara Wiley
Dworshak Magnuson Williams, Del,
Eastland Morton Young, Ohlo

NAYS—34
Allott Hartke Mansfield
Bartlett Hill Morse
Byrd, W. Va. Holland Moss
Carroll Hruska Murray
Dirksen Jackson Pastore
Dodd Johnson, Tex. Randolph
Douglas Johnston, 8.C. Schoeppel
Ellender Kefauver Symington
Engle Kerr Willlams, N.J.
Fong Long, La. Yarborough
Gore McCarthy
Gruening McGee

NOT VOTING—12

Capehart Frear Martin
Case, 8. Dak. Hayden Monroney
Chavez Kennedy O'Mahoney
Church Long, Hawail Young, N. Dak,
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So the motion to refer HR. 1 to the
Committee on Foreign Relations was
agreed to. !

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the motion to
refer was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the motion to recon=-
sider.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
move to lay on the table the motion to
reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I announce that we do not expect
to have any more votes taken this
evening.

I shall ask the Senate to remain in
session as long as may be necessary to ac-
modate any Senators who may desire
to make statements for the Recorp. But
we do not plan to have any more votes
taken this evening.

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am about to ask consent that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of the bill to extend Public Law 480;
and I shall seek an agreement in that
connection. But that bill will not be de-
bated unless and until the conference
report on the labor bill is debated.

+Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 518, Sen-
ate bill 1748.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1748)
to extend the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954,
and for other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur-
ing the consideration of Senate bill 1748,
30 minutes be available on each amend-
ment, to be equally divided: and 2 hours
be available on the bill, to be equally
divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, does
the proposed agreement include the com-

~mittee amendments? There are certain
committee amendments to the bill.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, will the majority
leader restate his request?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask unan-
imous consent that 30 minutes be allowed
on any amendment, motion, or appeal,
except a motion to lay on the table—as
is ecustomary in our consent agree-
ments—and 2 hours be allowed on the
bill, to be equally divided.

I have consulted with the chairman of
the committee, the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. ELLENDER]; with the ranking
minority member of the committee, the
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Senator from Vermont [Mr. A1gex], and
with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumearEY] who found that this amount
of time would be agreeable to them. So
far as I was informed, no other Senator
desires to offer amendments; and they
felt this arrangement would be ade-
quate.

We do not plan to have the bill de-
bated, under the proposed limitation,
until the Senate has disposed of the con-~
ference report on the labor bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Texas?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object—
although I have no objection—I must
state that I have just now been advised
that the Senator from New Hampshire
asked to be notified, so he could be on
the floor when such an agreement was
proposed, I understand that he will
soon arrive.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Then I
withhold the request, Mr. President.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently
said: Mr. President, will the Senator
from Arkansas yield to me, so that the
question on a unanimous-consent re=-
quest can be put, while the Senator from
New Hampshire is present? We held
up action temporarily on the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request made by the
Senator from Texas? The Chair hears
none, and the unanimous-consent agree-
ment is entered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is understood that the usual
terms of the agreement will be printed
in the Recorp, and I ask that it may ap-
pear in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The unanimous-consent agreement, as
subsequently reduced fo writing, is as
follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That during the consideration of
S. 1748, a bill to extend the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954, and for other purposes, debate on any
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo-
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited
to thirty minutes, to be equally divided and
controlled by the mover of any such amend-
ment or motion and the majority leader:
Provided, That in the event the majority
leader is in favor of any such amendment or
motlon, the time in oppesition thereto shall
be controlled by the minority leader or some
Senator designated by him: Provided jfur-
ther, That no amendment that is not ger-
mane to the provisions of the said bill shall
be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill debate shall
be limited to two hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Provided, That the
sald leaders, or either of them, may, from
the time under their control on the passage
of the said bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any

amendment, motion, or appeal. (September
2, 1959.)

RACTAL PROBLEMS IN LARGE CITIES
WHICH HAVE FORCED INTEGRA-
TION

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, for several months now
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I have been bringing to the attention of
the Members of the Senate the racial
problems in New York and other large
cities where forced integration ‘has
brought about a terrifying wave of riot-
ing, crime, juvenile delinquency, and
mounting hatreds and prejudices.

One of the reasons why I have been
doing this is that some of the local press
do not report these chronic ailments
that accompany forced integration. In
particular, I refer to the Washington
Post, which has failed on many oeca-
sions to report 'locally the disturbing
conditions that exist in cities where in-
tegration has been forced upon people.

The Governor of New York yesterday
announced he was calling an emergency
meeting of leaders of his State, and was
also calling on Federal Bureau of Inves=
tigation Director J, Edgar Hoover for
help and consultation in an effort to
cope with widespread crime, rioting, and
the other evils that have befallen New
gork City as a result of forced integra-

on.

Mr. President, I could not find the
item in the Washington Post this morn-
ing, and I had prepared remarks to criti-
cize the Post for not carrying this article.
However, late this afternoon, after an
advance press release containing my
prepared remarks had been distributed,
a representative of the Washington Post
called my office to advise me that ref-
erence to Governor Rockefeller’s an-
nouncement was contained in a story in
the Post on page B-8. I looked up this
article and, sure enough, buried in a
story entitled “New York Police Hunt
Teenage ‘Dracula,’” was reference to
Governor Rockefeller’s alarm over the
situation in New York. However, this
article contained no reference fo the
emergency meeting of government, reli-
gious, social, and other leaders called by
Governor Rockefeller, and reporfed in
large headlines in other papers across
the country,

While the Governor of New York in
his announcement was reluctant to ad-
mit that the crime, corruption, rioting,
and other violence besetting New York
City was a racial problem, the fact that
he is calling in one of the heads of the
National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People for advice on
how to handle the crisis in New York
is prima facie evidence that the prob-
lems of New York are of a racial nature.
Leaders of the NAACP are experts in
finding ways to force integration upon
people, and know little about juvenile
delinquency problems.

If it were a pure juvenile delinquency
and crime problem in New York, I should
think a consultation with FBI Director
J. Edgar Hoover, the Nation’s top expert
on juvenile delinquency and crime, would
be sufficient consultation. The bringing
in of the NAACP leadership by the Gov-
ernor of New York should be sufficient
evidence to the Nation that New York’s
problems result from integration as
much as anything, Similarly, I would
think that the troubles that have beset
the Governor of New York should be a
lesson to other proponents of integra-
tion across this land that they would
do well to halt and look back before
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engaging in promoting more civil rights
legislation and integration.

It is ironical indeed that the Nation’s
largest city, which houses the Nation's
most vehement spokesmen for integra-
ation, has found it necessary to request
Federal assistance to cope with its local
crime problems; usually these spokes-
men for integration and civil rights
legislation are pointing their fingers at
the South and calling on Federal offi-
cials to send the FBI and Federal forces
into the South to force upon the South
the very integration which is now the
root of their own problems.

As the editor of the New York Daily
News of September 1, 1959, said, “a lot
of eager-beaver Members of Congress
might do a lot worse than to listen to
him,” meaning the distinguished Sena-
tor Hiram L. Fonc, of Hawaii, who re-
cently advised that Congress should be
careful about rushing civil rights legis-
lation onto the books.

Mr. President, I can think of no more
tragic step that the Congress of the
United States could take than for it, in
this year of 1959, to pass civil rights
legislation that would foster forced in-
tegration upon unwilling people across
this land; while places like the city of
New York have reached such a crisis in
handling their own racial problems, liv-
ing under their own civil rights laws,
that they have found it necessary to call
in Pederal assistance to cope with the
breakdown of law and order. We would
do well, at the very least, to lay aside
consideration of any civil rights legisla-
tion which would stir up this beiling pot
of hatred and prejudice.

‘We need to let each community work
out its own problems, in its own way.
As the distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii, a State that has the most impres-
sive mixture of races of any State in
the Union, has said, “It is difficult to leg-
islate a mode of life. I think this is
an emotional problem that will be cured
by time.”

Mr. President, Hawaii grew up as an
integrated Territory. The integration
started as a natural phenomenon, and as
a result today there is little trouble in
that State, if any at all, where whites,
Negroes, Hawaiians, Chinese, Japanese,
and descendents of crossings of those
races live together peacefully. In that
State integration was a mode of life.

In large sections of our country, par-
ticularly in the South and in South
Carolina, segregation is a mode of life.
The “do-gooders” have attempted to
make integration a mode of life in New
York, an area where segregation has
been the mode of life. We know the re-
sults today. The Governor of New
York knows the results, and he has
called for this drastic action to cope with
the problems in that city. There could
be no more obvious example to pro-
ponents of eivil rights legislation to
force integration upon unwilling people
that they should not go forward with
their program any more. Y ;

Mr. President, I ask that the editorial
from the New York Daily News of Sep-
tember 1, 1959, entitled “Senator Fowng
on Civil Rights,” be printed in the body
of the REcorp, together with my remarks.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. President, I also send to the desk
an article from this morning’s New York
Times entitled “Governor calls emer-
gency talks on youth crime,” and ask
that this article be printed in the body
of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed in
the REcoORD, as follows:

[From the New York Daily News, Sept. 1,
1959]

SenaToR FoNG oN CIviL RIGHTS

Senator Hmam L. FonG, Republican, of
Hawali, says Congress should be careful about
rushing civil rights legislation onto the
books. Segregation, he says, is a tough prob-
lem, and “it is difficult to legislate a mode
of life. I think this is an emotional problem
that will be cured by time.”

Coming from Hawall, with its impressive
mixture of races that get along together
extremely well, Senator Fong should know
what he's talking about—and a lot of eager-
beaver Members of Congress might do a lot
worse than to listen to him.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 2, 1959]
GOVERNOR CALLS EMERGENCY TALKS oN YOUTH
CrIME—PARLEYs WiLL Be HeLp Here WiTH
STATE AND CrTry AIps, Civic LEADERS, AND
MAYOR—POLICE AcTioON BACKED—WAGNER
Says SrruaTioN Is BEYOND SOCIAL AGEN-

CIES—EXTRA PATROLS oN DuTY

(By Peter Kihss)

Governor Rockefeller yesterday summoned
two emergency meetings to intensify efforts
against the city's rising juvenile violence.
One of the meetings will be for State officials
and the other will include Mayor Wagner
and community leaders.

Meanwhile, the mayor declared that or-
ganized gang murders, such as those that
took two lives in a West Side playground
early Sunday, had become a problem for the
police rather than soclal agencies.

He endorsed measures by Police Commis-
sioner Stephen P. Eennedy that shifted
nearly 1,400 policemen from other duties to
patrol trouble areas, The augmented patrols
began their tours last night.

AGENDA TO BE SET

Later, the Governor announced that he
had telephoned Mayor Wagner and arranged
for a preliminary conference with him to-
morrow for Friday after the mayor holds a
scheduled meeting with city officials on the
same problem.

The Governor and the mayor will discuss
an agenda for the second of the two meet-
ings Governor Rockefeller has set up. Rich-
ard L. Amper, the Governor's press secretary,
sald Mr. Rockefeller had reported that Mayor
‘Wagner had been very cooperative and
approved of all this,

Mr. Rockefeller's first emergency meeting
will be with a dozen State executives and
legislative leaders tomorrow at 10:30 a.m, at
his office, 22 West 55th Street. They will
help prepare a list of toplcs for the second,
still broader, conference with city and civic
leaders scheduled for next Tuesday.

MAYOR'S PARLEY DUE

On Monday, Mayor Wagner had called a
conference of city officials on the youth
crime situation. This will be held tomor-
row at city hall at 2 p.m.

To next Tuesday's sessions, at 10:30 am.
at his office, Governor Rockefeller sent invi-
tations by telegram to the mayor, Commis-
sioner Kennedy, J. Edgar Hoover, Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and 17
other leaders.

Governor Rockefeller sald yesterday morn-
Ing during a ceremony installing new mem-
bers of the State Harness Racing Commis-

17737

sion and the Waterfront Commission that he
was “deeply concerned both as the Governor
and as a parent.”

“We have to mobilize more effectively
forces of private and State and local agen-
cles,”” he said. “We have to constantly de-
vise new ways to bring about a challenge to
these young folks and to provide an outlet
for their energies and give them a sense of
belonging.”

He said he was alarmed “in terms of
human suffering and of these young people
getting off on a wrong foot in life.”

Then the Governor held a 2-hour meet-
ing in his office here with State Attorney
General Louis J, Lefkowitz, Robert Mac-
Crate, the Governor's counsel; William J.
Ronan, secretary to the Governor, and Mr.
Amper,

The Governor then announced the two
conferences with this statement:

“The recent occurrences of juvenile vio-
lence in the streets, and fear anxiety and
heartbreak they have evoked are tragic to
all of us. And they call for action by all
of us—officials of government, parents and
private organizations concerned with the wel-
fare of our community.

“The problem of juvenile delinquency has
no easy remedy. There is no quick or over-
night solution, It is compounded of neglect
by parents, broken homes, poor living con-
ditions, unhealthy background, economic
deprivation, mental disturbance and lack of
religious training.

“There is no single approach to a solu=
tion. The attack must come at all levels—
by parents, churches and synagogues, boys'
clubs and other youth groups, settlement
houses, the schools, social agencies, law en-

forcement agencies and the courts.”

STATE AIDS INVITED

Among those invited to tomorrow's meet-
ing with the Governor are Attorney General
Lefkowitz; Raymond W. Houston, State
Commissioner of Soclal Welfare; Paul D,
MecGinnis, State Commissioner of Correction;
Dr. Paul Hoch, Commissioner of Mental Hy-
glene; Dr. James E. Allen, Jr., Commissioner
of Education, and Russell G. Oswald, chalr-
man of the State Parole Board.

The others are Mark A. McCloskey, chair-
man of the State Youth Commission; Elmer
A, Carter, chairman of the State Commission
against Discrimination; Senators Walter J.
Mahoney and Joseph Zaretzki, majority and
minority leaders of the upper house; Speaker
Joseph F. Carlino, and Anthony Travia, As-
sembly minority leader. ,

For Tuesday's conference, telegrams of in-
vitation went to the Mayor, Commissioner
Kennedy, Mr. Hoover, and the following:

Cardinal Spellman, Roman Catholic Arch-
bishop of New York; Rev. Dan Potter, execu-
tive secretary of the Protestant Council of
New York; Rev. David Glovensky of the
New York Board of Rabbls; Harry Van Ars-
dale, president of the Central Trades and
Labor Council; Lester Granger, executive di-
rector of the Urban League; Thurgood Mar-
shall, counsel for the National Assoclation
for the Advancement of Colored People;
Joseph Monserrat, director of the Puerto
Rican Labor Department office here.

Carl Loeb, president of the Community
Council of Greater New York; Beatrice
Quimby, executive director of the Federation
of Protestant Welfare Agencies; Herschel Alt
of the Jewish Board of Guardians; Rev. Rob-
ert E. Gallagher of Catholle Charlties; J.
Richardson Dilworth, president of the Com-
munity Service Society.

Mr. Lefkowitz, Mrs. Caroline Simon, State
Secretary of State; A, Van W. Hancock,
chairman of the New York State Commis-
sion on the White House Conference on
Children and Youth; Chlef City Magistrate
John M. Murtagh, and Presiding Justices
Bernard Boteln and Gerald Nolan of the
Appellate Division here.
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DEFINITION OF “FILIBUSTER”

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I wish to bring to the at-
tention of the Senate an editorial en-
titled ““Snitching Great Lakes Water”
appearing in the Washington Post this
morning. The Washington Post edi-
torial writer states in the editorial “a
filibuster is a time-wasting device to pre-
vent action by the Senate after all the
arguments are in.” My remarks at this
time are not devoted to either side in the
Great Lakes water diversion controversy
but are directed to the Washington Post
‘and its definition of a filibuster and its
past record of charges concerning the
use of the filibuster.

In this instance, the Washington Post
has come to the defense of those under-
taking lengthy discussion to explain
their positions on the Great Lakes water
diversion bill. The Washington Post
says these Senators are not filibustering
as has been charged and calls the situa-
tion the Senate now finds itself in “a
vigorous discussion on a vital issue.” As
in the past, had this been a debate on
civil rights legislation and any south-
erner or group of southerners were hold-
ing the floor to discuss at length a civil
rights matter, the Washington Post
would have by now printed a lengthy
editorial blistering the southerners for
filibustering.

I want the Washington Post to under-
stand that when we southerners take the
floor to discuss at length a vital issue that
we are not filibustering but we are using
the same legislative tools that are being
used in the Great Lakes water diversion
bill debate. I also wish to emphasize
that we southerners have never felt that
we have ever wasted time in our debating
on civil rights legislation and since this
is the definition of filibustering to the
Washington Post, then I hope it will be
as generous in its description of future
civil rights debates as it has been on the
Great Lakes water diversion debate.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the Recorp follow-
ing my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SNITCHING GREAT LAKES WATER

Opponents of the Great Lakes water diver-
glon bill are under charges of filibustering,
but up to this point the debate seems to
illustrate the basic difference between a fili-
buster and vigorous discussion on a vital
dissue. A filibuster is a time-wasting device
to prevent action by the Senate after all the
mumants are in. T'hough many argumenta
have been repeated in the debate on the wa-
ter diversion bill, the net effect has been to
alert the country and the Senate to the dan-
gers of a measure that has been too little
understood. What now appears to be a very
large minority opposing the bill may become
a majority.

The arguments for not rushing info &
venture of this sort are very persuasive. Sen-
ator McNamara pointed out that four cases
involving water diversion from Lake Michi-
gan are now before the Supreme Court and
that a special master appointed by the Court
will soon begin taking testimony on every
facet of this problem. It is well to remem-
ber that Chicago’s existing right of diversion
stems from the Court's decree of 1930. Even
if legislation should seem ultimately desir-
able, Congress could legislate to far better
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advantage after the Court has further
spelled out the legal issues. ,

Another strong argument for not passing
the bill now is that the Senate Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee has had no opportunity to
study it. On Monday the Senate refused by
a narrow margin to send the bill to Foreign
Relatlons, but Canada’s objections to the bill
remain strong. It would be inexcusable to
pass the bill without a full analysis of these
objections and the impact that such action
would have upon relations between the
United States and Canada.

Sponsors of the bill try to justify riding
roughshod over Canada's wishes regarding
these international waters by saying that of-
ficials in Ottawa have shifted their position
in the last year. Spokesmen for Canada deny
this emphatically, but even if it were true
we do not see that it would have any sub-
stantial bearing on the issue now before the
Senate., There is no gquestion whatever
about Canada's present resentment over the
effort to take water without her consent
from the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system
jointly owned by the two countries, and it is
current attitudes and policies that have to
be reckoned with,

There are strong indications, moreover,
that in any event approval of the bill by
the Senate would be only a gesture. Presi-
dent Eisenhower would doubtless veto this
measure as he has done in the case of two
similar bills—in part because it would divert
Canadian-United States water without any
negotiations on the subject with Canada.
It is said that some Senators are being urged
to vote for the bill as a means of conciliat-
ing the sponsors because the President will
prevent it from becoming effective. Surely
the opposite reasoning ought prevail in a
responsible legislative body. Since a veto
seems inevitable, why would any Senator
wish to antagonize our good neighbor to the
north by a futile gesture that will serve no
other purpose?

CRIME IN WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, there appeared in the
Washington Post this morning an ar-
ticle entitled “Crime Here Is Assailed
by Senator.” This article dealt with
my insertion in the REcorp yesterday of
a Newsweek magazine article concern-
ing crime in Washington and New York.

In this article the Washington Post
said: :

In citing the article’s summary of several
possible reasons for the increase in Wash-
ington street crime, JomwsTON oOmitted
Newsweek's reference to congressional fail-
ure to provide voteless Washington with
sufficient policemen and an adequately
manned juvenile court bench.

Mr. President, I wish to assure the
Washington Post and Members of the
Senate that I have always been in favor
of providing the Nation’s Capital with
an adequate police force, but I do not
believe that we can solve the problems
of large cities such as Washington and
New York with an endless stream of
policemen. I do not mean that Wash-
ington does not need more policemen;
that is for the Senate Distriet Commit-
tee and other officials dealing with the
District government’s problems to deter-
mine. However, I do wish to emphasize
we cannot solve the problems which
create crime, racial hatred, prejudices,
and other evils caused by forced inte-
gration. 3

In this connection, I wish to bring to
the attention of the Members of the
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Senate' that yesterday New York City’s
Police Commissioner Eennedy said he
recognized the fact—and I quote him
diréetly—that “strong law enforcement
is only a very small part of the total
picture, although a very important one,”
in attacking ecrime. He told the New
York Times, in a news conference at
New York police headquarters:

If you put a blue blanket (meaning a
blanket of blue-clothed policemen) over a
festering slum, you're not curing the under-
lying ill. It's a stopgap measure designed
to permit all individuals, agencies and or-
ganizations to operate in a clvilized com-
munity. 3

Mr. President, the underlying causes
of the current troubles in New York,
Washington, and elsewhere do not solely
come from a lack of policemen, but go
back to the practices in those communi-
ties which have created the conditions
under which racial differences have been
emphasized through forced integration.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle to which I have referred be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

CriME HERE IS ASSAILED BY SENATOR

Senator Ormw D. JomwnstON, Democrat, of
South Carolina, eited a national magazine
article about crime in Washington and New
York during an anti-integration speech in
the Senate yesterday.

He based his remarks on two articles in
the current Newsweek which reported the
fatal gang warfare on New York's lower East
Bide and the experience of Representative
CuarLEs C. D1ces, Jr.,, Democrat, of Michigan,
who witnessed @& street assault here last
month,

In citing the article's summary of several
possible reasons for the increase in Wash-
ington street crime, JoEnsroN omitted
Newsweek’s reference to congressional fail-
ure to provide voteless Washington with suf-
ficlent policemen and an adequately manned
juvenile court bench.

Jounston sald he hoped “every Member
of the Senate will read these two articles
and ponder the grave question raised by
these statistles and these descriptions of
conditions in America's largest city and in
America’s National Capital, two places where
forced integration has been experimented
with more than any other places in the
United States.”

The South Carolinian cited the articles in
8 plea against enactment of “more civil
rights legislation that will force integration
upon other areas in the Nation where it is
not wanted.”

STUDENT EXCHANGE PROGRAMS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that an excellent
editorial from the Thursday, August 27,
1959, issue of the Tyler Courier-Times,
of Tyler, Tex., commenting on the value
of the student exchange programs be
printed in the body of the CoONGRES-
stonAL Recorp at this point. ]

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

: Bress You, EXCHANGE STUDENTS

One of the world’s great hopes for peace
and true progress on the human scene world=
wide les in the student exchange program

between the United States of America and
the various other countries of the globe.
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Statistics are not at hand, but it is known
that there’ are many thousands of foreign
young men and young women in the United
States today, looking forward enthusiastically
to the opening of the new terms of schools,
colleges, and universities.

Tyler and other east Texas educational
centers have a goodly number of these stu-
dents. They merge well. They help give
new and greater meaning to the concept
of the United States as the “melting pot” of
clvilizations.

And great good Is accruing from the fact
that thousands of young Americans are
studying overseas. They are over there re-
celving, but they are also giving. They give
a good and true picture of their homeland.
They serve as fine examples of the human
quality that is in the United States, despite
its shortcomings.

The gains are reciprocal. We are coming
into a greater respect for the other nations
represented by the students coming into our
midst. There is, perhaps imperceptibly to
a large extent, a blending of great cultures.
Differences in world opinions and concepts
are being reconciled through this exchange
of some of the world’'s finest young people—
the hope of tomorrow if indeed not of today.

They're here from China, India, Germany,
Turkey, Iran, and other areas of the Old
World and from various countries of the
Western Hemisphere.

Thelr numbers can be expected to increase
as the years roll by. This should be. The
worthy effect will continue to be a better
buildup of friendship and wunderstanding
among the peoples of the world. With that
achievement will come a greater measure of
national and world progress materially, cul-
turally, morally, spiritually.

Let us be sincerely grateful for these young
students and their great potentials.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
when one reads an editorial like this, one
is almost persuaded that at last we Amer-
icans are coming of age, that at long last
we have grown up and may, from here
on, act like responsible, mature adults,

But just as this happy glow of satisfac-
tion began to spread across my brow, my
eye was abtracted by two other a.rtacles
in the paper. The first announced that,
because of a lack of money, denied to it
by the House of Representatives, the
Foreign Service Institute of the Depart-
ment of State is not expanding its serv-
ices, as planned, to take care of the mini-
mum requirements of language training.

I ask unanimous consent to have that
article printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald, Sept. 1, 1959]
EXPANSION OF Fong:: LANGUAGE ScHoOL

(By John Lawson)

Plans to expand the State Department’s
school of foreign languages have been
shelved for lack of money.

The school, which is part of the Foreign
Bervice Insﬂ.tute, had planned to add teach-
ers and facilitles for the teaching of an
additional 70 Foreign Servce officers at its
offices in Arlington Towers. {

But because Congress falled to appropri-
ate sufficlent funds, the school will operate
in 1960 about the same as it did in 1959,

Howard E. Sollenberger, dean of the
school, said he had planned to expand op-
erations *“to bring the language training
program closer to the target of 500 students
a year in the basic world languages.”
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The school, he said, faught 380 students
in 1859 French, Italian, German, Spanish,
and Portuguese., In addition, he said, 50
students were taught in so-called esoteric

Bges.
Sollenberger sald the school had hoped to
teach an additional 70 students in the world
languages and 20 to 30 students in esoteric
languages.

The school's oversea operation, consist-
ing of language classes at 170 foreign posts,
would also have bheen expanded from its
1959 enrollment of 1,700 to about 2,000, he
sald.

Sollenberger said 7 additional tutors
would have been hired in the Arlington
school as well as about 70 part-time tutors
for the foreign schoaols.

The school had requested $3.2 million for
its fiscal 1960 operations, After Congress cut
back the State Department's requests, how-
ever, the Department allotted the school
$2.8 million,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The second story
that attracted attention was accompa-
nied by a picture of a luxurious Cadillac
interior with deep folds of fur on the
floor. The story under the picture read
as follows:

For those aching feet. Comes now & mink-
lined floor for custom-bullt autos which some
of our more well-to-do citizens like to in-
dulge in when they're not out shopping for
90-foot yachts. Custom car fancier Jay Bul-
len, of Tucson, Ariz., looks over the top-grade,
silver-blue pelts, 150 in all, covering the floor
of this Cadillac,

It is quite logical, therefore, that we
simply cannot support a language insti-
tution for our representatives abroad and
at the same time let our people have
minklined floors for their Cadillacs.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 207 OF
INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS SETTLE-
MENT ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED,
RELATIVE TO RETURN OF CER-
TAIN ALIEN PROPERTY INTER-
ESTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a bill which proposes that sec-
tion 207 of the International Claims Set-
tlement Act of 1949 be amended.

I ask that the bill be appropriately re-
ferred, and I ask that the bill be printed
at this point in the Recorp as a part of
my remarks, as I now make a brief ex-
planation of the bill. !

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 2634) to amend the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949,
as amended, relative to the return of
certain alien property interests, intro-
duced by Mr. Morse, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-

‘mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered

to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 207 of the International Claims Settle-
ment Act of 1949, as amended, is amended
as follows:

(a) At the end of subsection (b) add the
following new sentence: “Notwithstanding
any other provision of this Act or any pro-
vislon of the Trading With the Enemy Act,
as amended, any person—

*“({a) who was formerly a national of Bul~
garia, Hungary, or Rumania; and
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*(b) who, as a consequence of any law,
decree, or regulation of the nation of which
he was a national discriminating against
political, racial, or religious ‘groups, at no
time between December 7, 1941, and the time
when such law, decree, or regulation was
abrogated enjoyed full rights of citizenship
under the law of such nation, shall be eli-
gible hereunder to receive the return of
his interest in property which was vested
under section 202 hereof or under the Trad-
ing With the Enemy Act, as amended, as the
property of a corporation organized under
the laws of Bulgaria, Hungary, or Rumania
if 25 per centum of more of the outstanding
capital stock of such corporation was owned
at the date of vesting by such persons and
nationals of countries other than Bulgaria,
Hungary, Rumania, Germany, or Japan, or
if such corporation was subfected after De-
cember 7, 1841, under the laws of its country,
to special wartime measures directed against
it because of the enemy or alleged enemy
character of some or all of its stockholders;
and no certificate by the Department of
State as provided under subsection (¢) here=-
of shall be required for such persons.”

(b) At the end of said section the follow=
ing new subsection:

“(e) Interests In property vested under
the Trading With the Enemy Act, as
amended, as the property of a corporation
organized under the laws of Bulgaria, Hun-
-gary, or Rumania shall be subject to the
provisions of this section: Provided, That
notice of claim for the return of any such
interest has been timely filed under the pro-
visions of sectlon 33 of that Act. In the
event such property or interest is no longer
held by the officer or agency designated to
make such returns, any property held by
sald officer or agency as owned by Bulgaria,
Hungary, or Rumania or any national there-
of may be used for the purpose of making
returns under this subsection.”

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, this bill
in its present form represents the prod-
uct of the thoughts of the staff of the
Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate and the executive departments
of the wording of an amendment to
eliminate certain inequities in the res-
toration of property rights to allied na-
tionals and persecutees of the Nazis.
Congress provided for return of the in-
terests of these persons in property
seized during World War II, in accord-
ance with the position taken by this
Government as expressed in the Brussels
Agreement, signed September 5, 194'1
which reads.

For the protection of the interests in the
enterprises of nonenemy nationals, referred
to in article 21 of this annex, the property
to which this part applies shall, subject to
the provisions of articles 23 and 24 of this
annex, be released to the extent of those in-
terests and pursuant to arrangements to be
made between the parties concerned, if non-
enemy nationals of parties directly or in-
directly:

(1) own and, on September 1, 1939, owned
25 percent or more of the shares in the
enterprise; or

(i) control and, on September 1, 1830,
controlled the enterprise.

Assistant Secretary of State McFall
stated the principle involved in this
agreement in a letter dated August 14,
1950, placed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp, volume 96, part 17, page A5822,
saying as follows with respect to the
protection of nonenemy interests: ;

This is based on the principle which has
been urged by this Government through-
out the world that nonenemy interests in




17740

so-called enemy property are not properly
subject to seizure as reparations.

Congress in the Trading With the
Enemy Act provided for the return of
directly owned interests of nonenemies
and persecutees in property seized dur=-
ing World War II, and in the Interna-
tional Claims Settlement Act of 1949
provided for the return of the pro-
portionate stock interests of nonenemy
nationals in corporations organized un-
der the laws of Bulgaria, Hungary,
and Rumania. However, the granting of
relief to persecutees, and the application
of the relief provisions to property
owned by nationals of nonenemy coun-
tries in the form of stock interests in
corporations organized in Bulgaria,
Hungary, and Rumania whose property
in the United States was not only
blocked during the war and vested later,
but was actually vested in the course
of World War II, was inadvertently
omitted.

The State Department favors the
elimination of this inequity, and has
suggested certain language which has
been incorporated in the bill I am intro-
ducing today. Hearings have been held
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on the subject, and no objection
to the enactment of legislation to cor-
rect this omission has been received by
the committee.

; The first provision of the amendment
would make former nationals of Bul-
garia, Hungary, and Rumania who were
persecuted by those governments dur-
ing World War II eligible to claim their
proportionate shares in properties of
corporations organized under the laws
of those countries if at least 25 percent
of the stock in such corporation was
owned by nonenemies and persecutees,
or if the corporation was treated as
enemy.

The second provision would make Bul-
garian, Hungarian, and Rumanian prop-
erty vested during World War II sub-
ject to the same principle as that vested
thereafter and only blocked during the
war, if timely claim had been filed, and
in the event such property has been
transferred out of the account in which
it was carried on the books of the At-
torney General, he would be authorized
to use any other funds and properties
vested and held by him under the act
this bill amends for the purpose of satis-
fying the claims payable under the
amendment for the return of property.

Since the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations has received reports of the execu~
tive agencies and heard testimony on the
subject matter of this bill, I hope the
Senate can act on it without delay.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that none of the
time used this evening be applied to the
time under the unanimous-consent
agreement, to which the Senate has al-
ready agreed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, does the Senator
refer to the extension of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, which is the pending
business?

. Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
Mr. JAVITS. I have no objection.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. We did not ex-
pect to have it placed before the Sen-
ate this evening. Because of that and
the amount of talk, I make the request.

Mr. JAVITS. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

EMERGENT AFRICA: CHALLENGE
AND RESPONSE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
about 3 weeks ago the foreign ministers
of nine independent States met in Mon-
rovia, Liberia to discuss their common
problems and aspirations. This signifi-
cant but little publicized conference is a
symbol of a new and dynamic Africa
with which we must reckon in our con-
sideration of world affairs.

A decade ago there were only three
genuinely independent States in Africa:
Liberia, Ethiopia, and the Union of
South Africa. Today there are 10. And
in 1960 four additional nations are
scheduled for independence. No one
can foretell what will happen by 1970,

A mighty drama is taking place in
Africa. The great expectations for free-
dom and human dignity that swept
across North America almost two cen-
turies ago are now sweeping across the
vast continent of Africa.

The people of Africa from Algiers to
Capetown are yearning to breathe free.
They are crying out for freedom—free-
dom from their colonial past, freedom
from poverty and illiteracy, and freedom
from racial discrimination,

If Cecil Rhodes of Great Britain is a
symbol of 19th century colonial Africa,
Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana and Tom
Mboya of Kenya are symbols of the
emergent Africa of the mid-20th
century. Rhodes was a high-minded
imperialist. Nkrumah and Mboya are
high minded and responsible national-
ists. Rhodes once said we must think
in terms of continents. I am sure that
Dr. Nkrumah and Mr. Mboya believe
this admonition is even more relevant
to the present era in Africa than it was
to the colonial era. As Senators know,
Nkrumah is Prime Minister of Ghana
and Mboya is a member of the Legisla-
tive Council of Kenya as well as chair-
man of the All-African People's Confer-
ence. Incidentally, mneither African
leader has illusions about the menace of
communism. What I have said about
these two outstanding African leaders
could be said of many others.

If the American people are true to their
heritage, they will heed the cry for free-
dom and reach out in understanding to
their fellow human beings in Africa who
are asking only for a chance to walk
erect and to enjoy the rights we in this
blessed land take for granted.

WHAT AFRICANS WANT

There are two overwhelming aspira-
tions which motivate the peoples of Af-
rica. They want political self-respect
and self-government. And they want
the fruits of economic development. If
they had to choose between the two they
would choose self-respect and independ-
ence over economic gain.
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The peoples of emergent Africa want
to stand on their own political feet. They
want to sever all colonial ties that imply
political subordination to an alien power.
This does not mean they are against all
European connections, but only those ties
which involve a master-servant relation-
ship. The ties of partnership are wel-
come.

The peoples of emergent Africa know
that genuine self-respect and political
freedom are difficult to achieve without
a higher living standard. Therefore,
they want friendly assistance in helping
to root out the ancient enemies of hun-
ger, disease, and ignorance.

Most of all the people of Africa want
understanding. Economic aid without
understanding debases him who gives
and him who takes. Aid extended with
an understanding heart blesses him who
gives and him who takes.

The American people cannot afford to
be amused or frightened, unimpressed, or
overawed by the fast-moving drama in
Africa. The U.S. Government must
take Africa seriously. The free
world must understand the aspirations
of emergent Africa and respond to these
aspirations for freedom and dignity with
a combination of speed and patience, im-
agination, and steadfastness. And a bit
of generosity and humility would help
too. ;

Considering our American experience,
the peoples of emergent Africa have a
right to look to us for understanding and
help at this crucial hour in their struggle
for a place in the sun. We cannot afford
to betray their confidence in us and in
our high ideals.

Mr. President, today I propose to speak
of the challenge of Africa as that chal-
lenge confronts the United States. After
a brief survey of the present situation, I
will conclude with some recommenda-
tions for strengthening American policy
toward Africa.

AFRICA: UNITY AND DIVERSITY

Since the end of World War II Africa
has been ‘“rediscovered” by Hollywood,
big game hunters and best-selling novel-
ists. It has been rediscovered in vague
general terms, in sensational terms. But
it has not been sufficiently understood in
significant political, social and economic
terms. It is barely known in human
terms, : :

I propose to look at Africa in the larger
context of world politics, where it is be-
coming a dynamic force which can be
ignored only to our peril. If we do not
see it in this larger context in Washing-
ton, we can be sure it is being considered
in precisely these terms in Moscow and
Peiping,

In my discussion about Africa I will
speak of the continent as a whole. This
approach has its dangers, because there
are obviously great differences between
the Arab and Moslem North and the vast
area south of the Sahara. But I main-
tain that there is a deeper unity under-
lying the diversity.

The deeper unity is symbolized not only
by the sinews of modern communication,
but more significantly by meetings such
as the recent one at Monrovia where
common goals and heartaches were dis-
cussed. It is not insignificant that the
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Algerian dilemma was the main item on
the agenda of the Monrovia meeting of
foreign ministers. In faet, the nine in-
dependent states represented there urged
France to withdraw her troops from
Algeria, to end hostilities, and to enter
into negotiations with the Provisional
Government of Algeria.

THE RICHNESS OF AFRICAN HISTORY AND CULTURE

If we are to understand Africa, we
must understand her in historical depth.
The fact that the present is very impor-
tant does not mean that the past is unim-
portant.

A common historical memory is a basic
ingredient in nationhood. A proud past
contributes to national self-respect. It
is right and proper that the peoples are
looking back even as they are moving
forward. Their march toward freedom
takes on its full meaning only when seen
against the backdrop of history which
preceded the colonial era. Nationalist
leaders of today take justifiable pride in
the great kingdoms and empires of an
earlier era.

We all know that Western civilization
had its beginning in Egypt and Sumer
at least one thousand years before a com-
parable culture arose on the islands of
the Aegean Sea and two thousand years
before one was formed on the European
mainland. It is still an open question
whether the Queen of Sheba reigned in
Ethiopia or in the'southwestern extrem-
ity of the Arabian peninsula, but it is
clear that a ecivilization of some conse=
quence existed on both sides of the en-
trance to the Red Sea almost a thousand
years before Christ.

Here are some other faets we are in-
clined to forget. About 600 years B. C,,
Carthaginians traveled from what is now
Tunis to explore the West African coast.
Ethiopia received Christianity before
England did. And St. Augustine was a
native North African.

‘While such facts are fairly well known,
startling data developed by research and
discoveries in the prehistorical period are
little known or ignored. It is a fact, for
instance, that the early peoples of east-
ern Africa possessed stone tools some
hundred thousand years before inhabi-
tants of Europe are recorded as having
had them. Indeed, many anthropol-
ogists consider that findings in the south-
ern part of the continent strongly sug-
gest that Africa, rather than India or
gxedf’a.r East, was the first home of man-

ind.

The absence of documentary materials
for the period prior to European explora-
tion and settlement admittedly has left
a gap which new interest and new
methods of historical research in Africa
have only begun to close. Archaeologi-
cal discoveries, much greater use of
Arabic sources, and increasing evidence
of the unusual reliability of African oral
traditions have combined to lift at least
a corner of the veil of our ignorance
about Africa in medieval and modern
times. We are learning more and more
about the great Negro and Arab em-~
pires—of Mali, Songhai, and Ghana—
that covered much of west Africa in that
period. We know that caravan routes,
as well as territorial struggles, linked the
north Africans with Negro peoples south
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of the Sahara throughout the Middle

Ages. During much of that time the
southern = Mediterranean shore was
transmitting the highest of cultural
achievement. Knowing that even today
northern Nigeria retains its ties with the
Sudan to the east, it comes as less of a
surprise to find a Fulani tribesman
possessing the chain mail of a crusader
knight. |

There remains much more that we do
not yet know—including the origin of
the great ruins at Zimbabwe in Rhodesia.
But enough has been revealed to permit
one of our foremost scholars to state:

The stereotype of African societies as
static entities has little validity * * * the
modern dynamic of Africa, so widely re-
garded as the result of contact with Europe,
is in reality the continuation, in intensfied
form, of something that has marked the
flow of African experience from very early
times. * * * We are learning that Africa was
an integral part of the Old World, that it
was culturally a donor as well as a reciplent;
in short, that it played a full role in the
drama of the development of human civili-
zation in general.

These are some of the reasons why
African Negro leaders are gaining a new
pride and confidence from their ante-
cedents. A new appreciation of their
past gives added strength to their just
demands for equality of treatment
among other peoples, and the vehement
rejection of any doctrine that the color
of a man’'s skin makes him inherently
inferior or superior,

At the same time, these factors in
large measure are responsible for the
new interest in Africa shown by many
of our 16 million Americans of African
ancestry, who for years deprecated or
ignored their supposed savage origins.

Let us move on to a consideration of
what has been happening throughout
the African continent.

THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF NORTH AFRICA

First of all, with the obvious exception
of Algeria, every North African country
bordering the Mediferranean has gained
its independence since World War II.
These four are Libya, Tunisia, Morocco,
and Egypt, whose nominal independence
became real with the overthrow of the
monarchy and the withdrawal of British
infiuence.

The case of Libya, given its freedom
by the United Nations in 1950, has been
of the utmost significance. Here a new
nation was formed by the artificial meld-
ing of three distinet areas and some
other desert lands into a state, based
upon the boundaries of earlier Italian
colonization, rather than upon prior
existence as a nation. Furthermore,
Libya in 1950 was possibly the poorest
and most barren independent nation on
earth; a distinction now to be relin-
quished following discoveries of oil.

Small wonder then that people
throughout Africa asked if their own
territories were not ready for independ-
ence if Libya was. By the way, the
Kingdom of Libya, with quite a few mil-
lion dollars of aid annually—predom-
inantly from the United Kingdom at
first, but now largely from the United
Btates—has held together and made
considerable progress toward internal
consolidation.
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A TOTAL OF 10 INDEPENDENT STATES

The addition of the Sudan, Ghana, and
Guinea to the ranks of independent
states makes a total number of 10. The
other seven are the four north African
countries plus Ethiopia, the Union of
South Africa, and Liberia.

Along the way the former Italian
colony of Eritrea has virtually lost its
identity through federation with Ethio-
pia. Also, a popular plebiscite in British
Togoland, held under United Nations
supervision, joined that area to Ghana in
1957. Thus, in effect, the European
colonial powers have withdrawn from
no less than nine African areas since
World War II.

FOUR NEW STATES SCHEDULED FOR 1860

The trend toward national independ-
ence is gathering momentum. In 1960,
four more countries will be granted inde-
pendence, and yet another territory is
likely to merge with one of those four.
First and foremost of those is the
Federation of Nigeria. Nigeria's 35 mil-
lion people give it the largest population
of any African country, and great power
potential if its three self-governing re-
gions devote the utmost effort toward
supporting and improving their federal
institutions. '

The neighboring French Cameroons
will also become an independent repub-
lic, and the little strip of British
Cameroons territory between it and
Nigeria will probably elect to join one of
the two larger states. The tiny autono-
mous Republic of Togo on Ghana's
eastern border, and the territory of
Somalia—formerly Italian Somaliland—
in the eastern Horn of Africa complete
the list for 1960.

Three factors are noteworthy in con-
nection with these four independent
states to be. First, all these areas buf
Nigeria are now United Nations Trust
Territories. Their achievement of inde-
pendence will leave the U.N. with direct
responsibility for only fwo remaining
trust territories; Tanganyika, in Brit-
ish east Africa, and Ruanda-Urundi,
adjoining and administered in conjunc-
tion with the Belgian Congo.

Second, despite the best efforts of all
concerned, Somalia because of poverty
and Togo because o: size, are perhaps
less “ready” for independence than a
number of territories still under colonial
control. Some people maintain that
U.N. standards and actions are too
liberal. I would rather take that risk
than the risk of ultraconservative
policies which impose unrealistic stand-
ards for independence,

Third, all these candidates for inde-
pendence in 1960 possess a common
problem arising from a conflict between
the more politically active peoples of the
coast and the traditional and tribal au-
thorities of the interior. In Nigeria and
the French Cameroons in particular this
conflict is compounded by the religious
elements in those differences. It is this
common problem that Prime Minister
Nkrumah of Ghana has felt it neces-
sary to attack so vigorously.

THE FRENCH COMMUNITY

The most dramatic policy shift by a
colonial power in recent times was the
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creation last year of the French Com-
munity, further proof—if any were
needed—of President de Gaulle’s broad
vision, While Guinea voted for full in-
dependence the 13 other tropical African
territories of France—including Mada-
gascar—have chosen to become autono=-
mous republics—that is, fully self-gov=
erning on a local basis—within the
French community.

It is likely that the territories of the
former French Equatorial Africa will be
content with their present status for
some time to come, especially since they
so greatly need the French financial aid
which would likely be forfeited by a
choice of independence. Satisfaction
with the current situation is much less
likely to endure in the republics of for-
mer French West Africa, some of which
already are being attracted by ideas for
a consolidation of the emerging inde-
pendent West African states. Indeed,
one West African leader has just called
for a transformation of the Community
into a “French Commonwealth."

3 THE BELGIAN CONGO

Another dramatic event has been the
recent reversal of Belgium’s policy, re-
sulting in the promise of eventual inde-
pendence for the Belgian Congo. Prog-
ress is readying neighboring Ruanda-
Urundi for independence is likely to be
speeded up by this development.

BRITISH AFRICA

In British Africa, both Sierra Leone
and Tanganyika are now making steady
progress toward self-government, and
Uganda will be granted independence
whenever an unquestioned majority of
its inhabitants clearly demand it. Two
points are worth noting here. First, in
Tanganyika, where a liberal British pol-
icy has resulted in national elections and
much improved relations between the
African nationalists and the colonial ad-
ministrators, the encouraging situation
contains a valuable lesson for neighbor-
ing Kenya.

Second, the highly complex and con-
fused situation in Uganda shows that
colonial policy is not always the most
significant barrier to the achievement
of independence by an African territory.
Indeed, where a colonial power with-
draws too gracefully or suddenly from
an area which has no history as a na-
tion, it may rule out its use as a target
of hostility which helps to promote na-
tional solidarity.

THE DARKER SIDE OF THE PICTURE

Most of what I have described presents
a fairly encouraging picture. The situa-
tions in Kenya and the Federation of
Rhodesia and Nyasaland are a good deal
less promising, although not entirely
without hopeful elements., The general
British policy of relaxing colonial con-
trols as quickly and steadily as possible
has run up against the white settler
ﬁroblem in both Kenya and the Federa-

on.,

In Kenya a few thousand estate
owners in the so-called “white high-
lands,” who admittedly have worked
hard and suffered much to hold their
properties, have greatly inhibited the
growth of African political representa-
tion and responsibility. London has
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agreed to review EKenya's constitution
which fixes the proportion of Africans in
government, but demands for greater
political independence continue to out-
pace British concessions by a wide mar-
gin and tend to nullify the concessions.

Strict controls are still maintained
against the formation or extension of
African political movements in Kenya.
All experience in recent years shows that
if moderate and responsible nationalists,
like Tom Mboya, do not receive recog-
nition and cooperation, they must either
become more immoderate themselves or
give way to extremist successors. It is
most unfortunate that reasonable and
talented African leaders in Kenya, such
as Mboya and Kiano, are given little or
no help to retain their prestige among
their followers.

Kenya’s weak economy also presents
a8 serious problem. Its solution con-
ceivably might be federation with
Uganda and Tanganyika, but this seems
out of the question until African pre-
dominance is established in all three
territories. It is clear that a promise
of independence, accompanied by a defi-
nite timetable, is the only realistic alter-
native to further unrest and disorder in
Kenya. :

The Federation of Rhodesia and
Nyasaland looks at the question of inde-
pendence in quite a different light.
Southern Rhodesia, the dominant mem-
ber of the Federation and with two-
thirds of its white citizens, hopes to
achieve complete independence within
the Commonwealth at a constitutional
conference next year. Most Africans in
the Rhodesias fear that loss of protec-
tion from the United Kingdom would
mean the end of their relative political
and economic advances within the Fed-
eration. The grouping of the Rhodesias
and Nyasaland in 1953 was intended to
provide economic benefits for the latter—
which it has done—and to solve the race
problem through a policy of racial part-
nership—which it has unfortunately
failed to do. It is much too soon to say
that the experiment, and thus the Fed-
eration, has failed. It is also too early to
make a full assessment of the origin and
the significance of the Nyasaland riots
earlier this year, even though it has be-
come clear that the local official reaction
was unjustifiably severe. It is possible,
however, to state that strong British
policies and greater degree of Rhodesian
cooperation will be needed to hold the
Federation together and give it a real
chance of eventual success.

PORTUGUESE TERRITORIES

The African scene becomes a great deal
more gloomy as we turn to the Portu-
guese territories, primarily Angola and
Mozambique. Portugal has prevented
any close examination of the conse-
quences of its colonial policies by declar-
ing its African territories integral parts,
or provinces, of the colonial govern-
ment, thereby sidestepping the respon-
sibility of reporting on its colonies to
the U.N. There is no question, however,
about the actual status of the natives,
who are exposed to repressive measures
as severe as any employed in Africa
today. The few thousands of Africans
who have risen in status have done so by
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completely losing touch with their peo=
ple by becoming assimilated Portuguese,

The Portuguese, in company with the
Spanish and the Arabs, are happily free
of racial prejudice. They have a long
history of intermarriage with subject
peoples, but they practice an acute form
of cultural segregation. Although the
Portuguese territories have been largely
sealed off from external liberalizing in-
fluences, they inevitably will soon be
feeling the impact of African national-
ist fervor on their borders.

THE UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA

One cannot look at the Union of South
Africa without a sense of impending
tragedy. There is no possibility that the
3 million whites would leave their land,
and economic considerations make it ex-
tremely unlikely that there will ever be
more of a separation of the races than is
currently envisaged in the partial degree
of apartheid now being enforced. In this
situation, there appears little prospect
of anything but increased mutual hos-
tility between the races. One can only
hope that there will be no explosion he-
fore the futility of present policies is
made evident and the leaven of other
African influences can reach South
Africa. This is a sad irony because the
Union has achieved a higher educational
and technical level than any other
African state.

A clear-cut case can be made against
the Union’s policy toward the territory of
South-West Africa. The Union of South
Africa was given a League of Nations
mandate over the area after it was cap-
tured from Germany during the First
World War. Unlike every other country
with mandate responsibilities, the Union
refused to acknowledge the U.N. Trustee-
ship Council as the inheritor of the
League’s obligations, The Union re-
mains adamant on this score, and gov-
erns South-West Africa much as it does
its own territories. It can be positively
stated that vehement international pro-
tests are entirely justified; there is no
question of intervening in a country's
domestic affairs, and the situation is an
affront to the dignity and conscience of
the world community.

THE DILEMMA OF ALGERIA

The problem of Algeria is a most com-~
plex and heartrending one. Almost 5
years of bloody guerrilla war have
drained the strength of both sides, re-
duced already low Algerian living stand-
ards to the starvation point and produced
well over 100,000 refugees. These refu-
gees in Morocco and Tunisia are a heavy
burden on these newly independent peo-
ple who are waging an uphill fight to
achieve economic progress.

The war has also encouraged extreme
Arab nationalist tendencies, and has
promoted even stronger anticolonial
sentiments in much of Africa as a whole.
Extremist minorities up to now have
succeeded in blocking long-overdue
progress toward a solution in the best
interests not only of France and Al-
geria, but also of the entire free world.
Yet all the evidence increasingly indi-
cates that the great majority of both the
French and the Algerian peoples are
thoroughly fed up with the conflict and
would accept a compromise settlement,
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if one is permitted to emerge. Now that
events seem to-be building up to a climax
which will involve all Nations, whether
they wish it or not, there is an urgent
need for the genuine friends of those
caught in this bloody and senseless
struggle to make a determined effort to
help bring it to a close. I shall have
more to say about Algeria later on in
these remarks.
THE NATURE OF AFRICAN NATIONALISM

African nationalism today, as we have
noted before, is symbolized by Prime
Minister Nkrumah of Ghana and Tom
Mboya of Kenya. There are two central

elements in the kind of nationalism
these statesmen represent. First is the

clear call for political freedom and self-
determination. Second is the equally
clear insistence that Africans through-
out the continent must work together
to achieve their common aspirations.
This second element is sometimes identi-
fied by the term “pan-Africanism.”

It is important to note that national-
ism and self-determination are not the
same thing.- The term nationalism can
be rightly employed only where the
movement for self-government has a na-
tional basis. Yet it is obvious that there
are some so-called nationalists who rep-
resent no nation—that is, they represent
no people with a common historical
memory, with a common heritage, with
a common culture. These nationalists
are really spokesmen for pan-African-
ism. They want a free Africa and are
not so concerned about the precise polit-
ical subdivisions within the continent.
These leaders maintain that the African
personality eannot emerge and flower un-
til foreign rule is withdrawn from the
entire continent.

The several Accra Conferences, which
have brought together leaders of inde-
pendent African states as well as repre-
sentatives from political groups in many
of the African territories, have played a
key role in spreading nationalist and
pan-African doctrines and enthusiasm
throughout Africa. Even an old estab-
lished independent country like Ethiopia
has been affected by the new spirit of
freedom running like an electric current
through Africa.

By studying the careers and pro-
nouncements of men like Nkrumah and
Mboya we can get an authentic clue to
the aspirations and possible future course
of African nationalism. These men are
moderate and responsible, moderate in
the political means they employ and ad-
vocate, and responsible in their judeg-
ments of the international situation:
They know what communism is and what
communism wants. They know what
the United States stands for. They know
there is a great struggle between two
alternative ways of organizing human
society. In short, they know the polit-
ical facts of life and deserve our sym-
pathetic understanding, encouragement,
and support.

But it would be a great mistake for
us to assume that the newly independ-
ent African states will adopt anything
but a neutral position in the struggle
between the Communist world and the
Western coalition. . The African nations
south of the Sahara will doubtless fol-
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low a course very much like that of
Nehru's India. I see no reason why our
Government should be disturbed if these
nations coming into freedom choose to
adopt a policy of nonalinement in the
present struggle. Their commitment is
to freedom and independence.

It would also be a great mistake if
we would expect the new African states
to adopt our version of democracy,
which happens to be the most complex
and difficult system of government in
history. The existing independent Af-
rican countries include a wide variety
of governmental systems: absolute mon-
archy, oligarchic republic, military dic-
tatorship, constitutional monarchy, au-
thoritarian republic, and so on. Unde-
niably there are certain democratic ele-
ments in African societies, but they will
be reflected in ways peculiar to Africa.
Indeed, it is most likely that entirely
new political systems will evolve as Af-
rican leaders not only seek out and adopt
the best and most suitable of their tra-
ditions and values, but also adapt their
rule to the difficult problems to be faced.

NEED FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Now I wish to turn to the urgent need
for economic development in Africa, a
need recognized by all nationalist lead-
ers. This need is s0 obvious that it re-
quires little elaboration. But perhaps a
few figures will help to drive the point
home. Three-quarters of Africa's 220
million people—the highest proportion
in any continent—are engaged in sub-
sistence agriculture. Yet most of Af-
rica’s soil is not fertile. Its agricultural
productivity is the lowest of all the con-
tinents, when measured by person or by
acre. The raw materials picture is con-
siderably brighter, but—as evidenced by
the fall of prices in 1957—Africa cannot
achieve economic growth without sus-
tained world demand for its primary
products.

Furthermore, it should be remembered
that significant mineral production takes
place only in certain areas, most of
which are under colonial or South Afri-
can control. The plight of a country
like Somalia, with virtually no competi-
tive export commodities, would be little
short of desperate without external aid.

The need for economic development is
also vital to the newly independent coun-~
tries on political grounds. As the econ=-
omies of the African territories have
shifted to a money basis, the people have
come increasingly into contact with the
madterial goods produced by modern in-
dustrial societies, and naturally they
want some of the fruits of our technical
age. The nationalist movements are re-
garded by the African peoples, with en-
couragement from their leaders, as the
best means of gaining such benefits. If
higher living standards do not follow
independence, the political leaders who
embrace free political institutions will
find it difficult to retain power.

TRADE AND INVESTMENT

In terms of economic factors, the fu-
ture relationship of Africa with Western
Europe is very significant. It is ex-
tremely important to both continents
that close and mutually profitable trade
ties be maintained. Western European
imports from, and exports to, Africa
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amount to some $4 billion annually each
way. In spite of Africa’s relative pov-
erty, it is a better market for Europe
than is the United States.

Moreover, the colonial powers until
recently have been investing almost
$600 million annually in their African
territories, with France making the larg-
est contribution. In addition, the Com-
mon Market countries in 1957 created
a joint 5-year development fund of $581
million for the African territories as a
part of the Eurafrica concept. This has
not been pure gain because the expected
level of regular investment has fallen
as the fund has come into effect. Never-
theless, these figures illustrate the size
of the gap that would result if European
investment were stopped or seriously
curtailed. There is no question but that
the Soviet bloe would be quite ready to
step into that gap, and probably in a
dramatic way.

DANGERS OF COMMUNIST PENETRATION

Soviet interest in Africa clearly has
been increasing and at a fast rate.
Africa’s current economic weakness and
racial conflicts provide ample opportuni-
ties for Communist penetration. Yet
there appears to be little likelihood that
any African country will adopt commu-
nism in the foreseeable future. On the
other hand, it seems probable that the
influence of the U.S.SR. as a great
power will carry increasing weight with
the independent African states. Soviet
bloc penetration is being intensified
through diplomatic measures, trade mis-
sions, economic credits and educational
grants. Moreover, the U.8.8.R. gains a
substantial propaganda advantage from
its free-wheeling blasts at racial dis-
crimination or prejudice wherever it
exists in Africa, or where it is directed
against Negroes in Western nations like
the United States. These are serious
developments, but I consider it unlikely
that the U.S.S.R. will gain a dominant
influence over any African country in
the future so long as we do not default
gln our responsibilities and opportuni-

3. e 3
There are many observers who believe
it more likely that Communist China
would serve as an example to the emer-
gent African states. Here again, if the
United States continues its efforts to
ensure the success of India’s economic
experiment, we need not fear Commu-
nist China’s powers of attraction. It is
a fact that Nehru and his great country
currently have far more prestige and
influence in Africa than any other Asian
state,

Against this background, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to say a few words
about U.S. policy toward the African
Continent.

AMERICA'S INVOLVEMENT IN AFRICA

Now let us face the crucial question for
the United States—what are our inter-
ests in Africa? In answering this ques-
tion I prefer to use the term involve-
ment rather than interest because the
word interest often has a one-sided con-
notation. The simple fact is that we are
already deeply involved in Africa. We
are morally involved. We are economi-
caily involved. -And we are politically in-
volved.
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We cannot escape this involvement
with the peoples of Africa even if we
would. The real problem has to do not
with the fact of our involvement, but
with the quality of our involvement. We
can be involved responsibly or irrespon-
sibly. If we are involved responsibly, the
legitimate interests of both the United
States and of Africa will be well served.
If we are involved irresponsibly, the in-
terests of both will suffer.

We Americans are inescapably in-
volved with the present aspirations and
future achievements of Africa in four
closely interrelated ways. Let me con-
sider each in turn.

First. We are morally and politically

involved with Africa because we share
the same aspirations for freedom and the
.good life., Our whole history makes us
partisans of those African leaders who
are seeking greater freedom for their
people, freedom from external domina-
tion, freedom from grinding poverty.
For many years we have expressed our
humanitarian concern by sending large
numbers of missionaries, educators, doc-
tors and representatives of charitable
foundations to Africa to help the Afri-
cans to help themselves to a fuller life,
Now we must supplement this concern
with moral support for political freedom
and economic development.
. Second. We are racially involved with
Africa because Africa is second only to
Europe as the source of America’s popu-
lation, Sixteen million of our citizens
have African ancestors. More important
than this historical fact, however, is the
ugly fact of racial discrimination in the
United States and in certain areas of
Africa. Our whole approach to Africa is
deeply affected by how America treats
her Negro citizens. All Africa, and all
Asia for that matter, follow our efforts
to root out racial discrimination and
segregation. To them Little Rock is a
symbol of racial arrogance, just as the
Supreme Court decision of 1956 is a sym-
bol of our sense of justice. Most Africans
believe that our sense of justice will
eventually overcome our prejudice, but
they sometimes hecome impatient with
the pace of progress toward genuine
equality of opportunity for all our people
regardless of race, color, or creed.

In this area of racial discrimination
the classic distinction between domestie
policy and foreign policy has been ren-
dered obsolete. We have made impor-
tant strides toward greater equality in
the past two decades. We must continue
in this direction if we want to merit the
i:ith and the hope that has been placed

us,

Third. We are economically involved
with Africa. We often try to forget that
our first contact with Africa was eco-
nomic—the purchase of slaves to work
for us, Our humanitarian concern for
Africa in the past century is in part an
attempt to assuage this lingering burden
of guilt.

More important today is the fact that
we are a highly developed and wealthy
Nation and we have an obligation to re-
late our wealth to the poverty of the
underdeveloped areas in ways that bene-
fit both. This means increased trade
and investment, as well as direct grants
and loans under circumstances which
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merit that approach. Our economic re-
lations with Africa will not be a one-
sided affair because we need many of
the raw materials she can supply. And
she needs the capital goods and technical
know-how we can provide.

Fourth. We are politically involved
with Africa. All aspects of our involve-
ment are both political and moral.
They are political because they cannot
be divorced from the great struggle in
which the world is involved. They are
moral because it makes a great deal of
difference which side prevails in that
struggle. This does not mean that the
object of our policy toward African
states is to line up allies for our side. It
means rather that we should seek to help
the emergent states to develop viable
and responsible governments which can
serve the needs of their people and with-
stand external pressures to subvert
them.

We hope that a genuinely free nation
will never out of spite sell itself into a
new imperialism which is far more de-
structive of human values than the old
imperialism.

Some African states, notably in North
Africa, are directly involved in the stra-
tegic defense system of the western
coalition. In dealing with these states
we should be sensitive to their domestic
needs and should never fall into the
habit of taking them for granted or of
using them for our purposes against
their will.

Against this backdrop of our involve=
ment in Africa, Mr. President, I would
like to conclude my remarks with a num-
ber of suggestions for strengthening our
policy toward Africa.

NEW POLICIES FOR A NEW ERA

At the outset I want to commend the
administration for giving increasing at-
tention to Africa. We have been moving
in the right direction, but I submit that
we have not been moving fast enough to
keep up with the pace of events. We do
not have a real sense of urgency. We
have not yet fully grasped the signifi-
cance of Africa in the unfolding drama
of world politics. We may be in danger
of approaching Africa with too little and
too late. When I say “too little” I am
not talking primarily in material and
quantitative terms, but rather in moral
and political terms.

Let me suggest several priorities in our
approach to Africa, guidelines to a posi-
tive, and I believe imaginative, policy,
worthy of our great heritage and ade-
quate to the challenge we confront. I
will indicate these priorities in the pres-
ent tense imperative.

First. The United States should ap-
proach Africa with a deep understanding
of the present aspirations and past
achievements of the African peoples. We
should approach the countries of Africa
as friends and partners in a common
quest for human dignity, not a patron-
izing, but in a spirit of neighborliness.
‘We should not be ashamed of our ideals
and humanitarian tradition. Nor should
we be embarrassed if humanitarian and
security objectives sometimes coincide in
our national policy.

Second. The United States should de-
velop a unified and coordinated long-

September 2

range policy toward Africa as a whole.
We should recognize the fundamental
unity of Africa which underlies its rich
diversity. The peoples of Africa are
united by their common quest for free-
dom. The peoples of Africa are united
in their common quest against poverty,
disease, and illiteracy. Our strategy
should be bold enough to encompass the
continent and sensitive enough to honor
the great diversity in cultural, social,
economie, and political life within it.

Third. The United States should look
upon Africa as a fresh opportunity to
develop a comprehensive and positive
diplomatic approach. In addition to
sending traditional diplomatic officers
'_co newly independent states, we should
immediately send teams of qualified spe-
cialists in the fields of agriculture, labor,
education, medicine, economics, public
administration and the like, to supple-
ment the classical diplomatic representa-
tion. These persons representing the
breadth of our relations with emergent
Africa should also reflect the cultural
:,jnd racial diversity of our own popula-

on.

In this era of total struggle and total
diplomacy, food, medicine and books,
along with economic aid and technical
assistance, are indispensable foreign pol-
icy instruments. In some cases these
less traditional instruments may be de-
cisive.

Fourth. The United States should in-
crease substantially its cultural and edu-
cational exchange activities with Africa.
Cultural exchange is an important road
to mutual understanding and we should
encourage it. Of all the aspects of a
well rounded exchange program, educa-
tion is the most vital for Africa at this
crucial period. A higher level of literacy
and technical education is a prerequisite
to economic development, which in turn
is ‘a precondition to higher living
standards.

Our Government is performing a great
many worthwhile tasks in the educa-
tional field through its State Department
programs, including those of ICA and
the International Educational Exchange
Service. But we have not done enough.
Restricted budgets and lack of flexibility
have prevented many Africans from re-
ceiving the help we should be extending.

Until very recently the number of
Africans who came to America for study
numbered only in the hundreds. During
the last academic year, 1958-59, how-
ever, a total of 1,154 students from
African countries south of the Sahara
were enrolled in American universities
and colleges. This compares favorably
with only 114 African students in
America just 10 years ago.

Last year more than a hundred stu-
dents each from Ethiopia, Ghana, Li-
beria, Nigeria, and the Union of South
Africa studied in the United States.
Thirteen countries sent less than ten
students. I do not know how many
African students are studying in the
Soviet Union, but from what I saw at
the Moscow airport last winter, I would
be surprised if it were not significantly
larger than the number who are here.

‘The volume of our student exchange
program should be increased tenfold.
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The benefits from such a program would
be mutual. Let me cite an example of
the educational requirements of a newly
independent state. President Sekou
Toure of Guinea recently told Claude
Barnett of the Associated Negro Press
that his country would like to send sev-
eral hundred students to the United
States right now, and would be glad
to receive 500 American students in
Guinea if it were possible.

Few people realize the enormous ef-
forts and sacrifices the Africans them-
selves are making to deal with their
educational problem. Forty percent of
Nigeria’s eastern regional government
budget, for example, is devoted to edu-
cation, and yet the people are required
to pay school fees in addition. Frankly,
I wish we had something of the same
spirit toward education in America.

Fifth. The United States should ac-
celerate and strengthen its technical
assistance program in Africa. A sound
technical aid program confributes to
short-range welfare goals as well as to
long-range development objectives.

Our assistance to Africa under the
mutual security program has been grad-
ually rising. It will amount to roughly
$110 million for the coming fiscal year;
almost $21 million is slated for technical
cooperation, and the much larger por-
tion will provide special assistance for
development projects. Through this
program schools have been established
to provide badly needed agricultural and
vocational skills. Better use of scarce
water supplies is being demonstrated;
and health measures to eradicate debili-
tating diseases are being instituted.

A stepped-up program of such aid in
the areas of agriculture, water resources,
health, education, vocational training
and public administration will give a
real boost to newly independent states
seeking to meet the welfare require-
ments of their people and at the same
time will help to broaden the base for
solid capital development. The time
has come to recapture the original fervor
of President Truman’s “bold new pro-
gram” which was widely hailed in un-
derdeveloped areas when it was first an-
nounced a decade ago.

Sixth. The United States should help
to encourage economic development in
Africa by increasing the flow of trade
and investment capital. The trading
possibilities - with African countries
should be thoroughly explored. Since
in the United States trade is a free en-
terprise, the Government can only in-
directly affect its flow. This perhaps
puts us at an immediate disadvantage
with the Soviet Union where trade is
carried on under a state monopoly and
is frankly regarded as an instrument of
international politics. Nevertheless,
there are some things the Government
can do to encourage international com-
merce.

In the field of capital investment our
Government can and has taken con-
siderable -initiative. We have a . policy
of actively assisting private investors to
find favorable investment opportunities
in Africa. Further, the Development
Loan Fund has approved loans total-
ing about $29 million to five African
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countries, and the Export-Import Bank
is doing even more.

When we count United Nations assist-
ance programs and the activities of the
World Bank, both of which involve
United States participation, the require-
ment of the independent African states
for developing aid and investment capi-
tal are being met only in the most mini-
mal way. We are extending assistance
only on a “keeping the head above the
water” basis.

In this connection I am delighted with
the recent news that the administration
is definitely going to propose the estab-
lishment of a new International De-
velopment Association to be created
precisely for the purpose of providing
long-term, low-interest loans to under-
developed countries. This new agency
would be able to make loans on terms
which existing lending agencies of the
free world cannot match. I note that
the Government proposes an initial
capitalization of $1 billion for a 5-year
period, with our share being $320 mil-
lion. I am happy to say in passing that
the author of the International De-
velopment Association idea is a Member
of this body, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY], and that I have
supported the idea ever since it was
proposed in 1958. I am sure that Africa
will benefit from the new agency.

The creation of such an international
agency does not mean that we should
stop giving serious consideration to the
establishment of a regional development
organization for Africa. We probably
need both agencies. An African De-
velopment Organization could be con-
stituted directly under the aegis of the
United Nations, perhaps in conjunction
with the recently created UN. Economic
Commission for Africa. The important
thing would be to have as members the
United States and other industrialized
ﬁ?untries with surplus investment cap-

Such a regional organization might
well include the full membership of the
OEEC and perhaps Japan. As I see
it, the organization would not be con-
fined to providing economic assistance,
but would survey requirements and as-
sist in drawing up sound plans and de-
velopment projects. This is not a new
proposal, but it might as well be for all
the attention that the administration
has given it.

Such a marshaling of free world re-
sources through a regional or an inter-
national agency would fulfill Africa’s
needs and our responsibilities in a way
not possible on an ad hoc and unilateral
basis. These multilateral efforts would
benefit both the independent African
states. and the fterritories still under
colonial control, and participation would
be sufficiently broad and varied to ob-
viate African fears of colonial dom-
ination.

Seventh. The United States should re-~
view its policy toward political develop-
ments in Africa. Owur cultural and eco-
nomic approach to Afriea has been going
in the right direction. This is all to
the good. But our efforts thus far have
not been n.dequat.e to the challenge wa
confront.
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Of our politieal and diplomatic ap-
proach, not even this much can be said.
Our voting record at the United Nations
on African problems seems to be stalled
on dead center. When we are con-
fronted with a decision on the Portu-
guese territories, the Union of South
Africa, or South-West Africa, we seem
to forget our traditional principles of
freedom and human dignity.

A frozen position is neither good
morals nor good politics. Our delayed
and ambiguous response to Guinea’s re-
quest for aid early this year, for
example, made it easier for that country
to accept the generous assistance offered
by the Communist bloc.

Such unimaginative and conservative
responses to the challenges of emergent
Africa suggest the conclusion that the
vigorous railsplitters of the 1850’s have
become the stolid fence-sitters of the
1950’s.

Mr. President, I have reserved the
most controversial problem until the very
end—the Algerian dilemma. All the
drama, pathos and tragedy of world pol-
itics are dynamically present in this
vexing problem for whieh there is no
€easy answer.

THE ALGERIAN DILEMMA

The problem of Algeria is a dramatic
example of the dilemma we face in
Africa. Because of our admiration and
affection for the French people and be-
cause of France's vital importance in
the Western alliance, we have failed-to
give adequate political and diplomatic
expression to the instinctive sympathy
of the American people for the aspira-
tions of the Algerians for freedom and
self-government.

This sympathy for Algerian aspira-
tions has risen to the point where it is
becoming politically impossible for us
to remain on the fence much longer.
Even if the newspapers in this country
had not made it completely clear that
Americans are not confent to remain
neutral on the side of the French in
this Algerian situation, articulate voices
among our constituents would have
convinced us that our paralytic policy
cannot and musf not be mainfained.
Af the same time, the developing trend
toward another critical vote on Algeria
at the UN. is confronting us with a
decision which surely cannot be one
in favor of an untenable status quo.

The war in Algeria must be ended.
The continuing blood bath resulting
from the terrorism and counter-terror-
ism of guerrilla warfare can only lead
to barbarism and the betrayal of all
the best and most civilized instincts of
those involved. Further devastation
and other wasting of resources can only
vastly increase the sums needed for
Algerian human and material develop-
ment and slow down further economic
progress in France.

But it is not enough to recite the
hard facts., What can the United States
do to promote & settlement?

First, we need to clarify U.S. policy
so that it plainly reflects the historical
prineciples and majority sentiments of
our people. Neither France mnor the
Algerian nationalists should be encour-
aged to remain in doubt about our
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policy, for such doubts could promote
intransigence, and thus prolong the
terrible conflict.

The prime ingredients of our national
attitude toward the Algerian conflict are
friendship for France on the one hand
and the desire to see Algerians given
their freedom on the other. And do not
believe for a minute that these feelings
are mutually exclusive.

It is important to note in passing that
the words “freedom” and “independ-
ence” are not necessarily synonymous.
The distinction between these two words
is illustrated in our fine and cherished
relationship with Puerto Rico. The
Puerto Ricans have freely chosen their
present Commonwealth status, which is
just short of independence from the
United States and equally distant from
integration with this country through
statehood. The overwhelming majority
of Puerto Ricans support the present ar-
rangement, but that same majority
could have independence for the asking
at any time. A comparable approach
to the Algerian problem would certainly
be consistent with our friendship for
France.

President de Gaulle has tried to give
just such a free vote to the Algerian
people. The fact is, however, that no
one will be satisfied with results of such
a vote while the people are exposed to
the pressures of an all-pervading atmos-
phere of terrorism and warfare.

I believe our policy must favor free-
dom of expression for the Algerian peo-
ple. This cannot be achieved while the
conflict continues. And the war will not
be ended if the friends of France and
Algeria support the most extreme posi-
tions advanced by either side. Almost
certainly, it can only cease through
agreement between the contestants, and
such an agreement surely must be
Teached through negotiations.

We have quite rightly favored medi-
ation efforts by Tunisia and Morocco,
but, for a variety of reasons, these have
not as yet borne fruit. The time has
perhaps arrived for us to invite France
to avail itself of the good offices of the
United States if there is anything that
this country can do to hasten the end
of the Algerian conflict.

I have said “perhaps arrived” because
I believe that President de Gaulle, the
authentic voice of France, can without
interference bring about a resolution of
the problem if he succeeds in gaining
the cooperation of moderate Algerian
nationalists, and I do not exclude Mr.
Ferhat Abbas from that category. The
creation of the French Community is
clear evidence that President de Gaulle
has the political brilliance, flexibility,
and wisdom to find the answer to the
need for a new but close French-Al-
‘gerian relationship. The burning gues-
tion, to my mind, is one of time.

Finally, I believe that President Eisen-
hower, in his talks with President de
Gaulle, can do much to promote an Al-
gerian settlement by frankly represent-
ing the true feelings of the American
people, and by setting the problem in the
context of inclusive French-American
relations.’

I digress from these prepared remarks
to say that one of the reasons why I
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made my statement tonight is because
the President of the United States is now
in Paris. He will be and is now visiting
and talking with the great French leader,
President de Gaulle. I am confident that
these two leaders of western democracies
can by working together do much to
resolve the very serious situation in Al-
geria, a situation which presses hard
upon the American conscience, and
which is a political problem indeed, even
in this country, in terms of our votes in
the United Nations and our overall for-
eign policy.

It is not my desire in any way to cause
difficulty or embarrassment to these two
leaders of western democratic nations.
It is my desire to express the hope that
encouragement will be given to President
de Gaulle to forward his program of
freedom and autonomy for Algeria, and
that the President of France may be as-
sured of the deep and abiding interest
of the American people, through our
President, in a just and equitable solu-
tion of this eruecial and heartbreaking
problem involving the violence and war-
fare in Algeria, which has already exist-
ed all too long.

The alliance between our countries is
too old and valuable to be diminished by
any reluctance to face facts when we so
clearly need each other's help as we con-
front major problems vital to the
strength and well-being of the entire
free world.

Mr. President, I want fo say as em-
phatically as I can, that this Nation can-
not afford to sit on the fence any longer.
Our Government must respond to the
challenges of emergent Africa with
speed, imagination, and sensitivity,. We
must have a new sense of urgency.

But neither the Congress nor the ad-
ministration can do what needs to be
done without the support of the Ameri-
can people. And the people will not sup-
port a new initiative toward Africa until
they are better, much better informed,
than they are now. Solid public under-
standing is the foundation for sound
public policy. 4

The time has come for the mass medi-
ums of communication throughout the
length and breadth of this land to pro-
claim the true Africa story. Not the
story of big game safaris and strange
tribal customs, but the story of an Africa
reaching out for freedom and self-
respect.

Our reporters and commentators
should portray an Africa at the very cen-
ter of the world struggle between democ-
racy and communism, Africa is crucial
in this struggle precisely because she is
neutral and politically unalined.

Our schools and colleges should give
Africa the attention she deserves by vir-
tue of her role in the present world
drama. The Soviei Union is and has
been giving Africa a great deal of atten~
tion in her eduecational system and polit=
ical indoctrination program. Mr. Khru-
shchev knows that Africa, like India, is
in a pivotal position in the coming dec-
ades and he is leaving little to chance.

Today it is not too late, but tomorrow
it may be. We are the natural allies of
the forces of freedom in Africa. If we
let them down the cause of genuine free~
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dom in Africa may fail. If the cause of

freedom in Africa fails the cause of free-

dom in the world may fail. The stakes

are high. The challenge is great. Will

our response be adequate to the chal-

lenge? I hope and pray that it will be.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

MANDATORY CONTROLS ON RE-
SIDUAL OIL IMPORTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. M.
President, yesterday was the 5-month
anniversary of mandatory controls on
residual oil imports. Because this pro-
gram touched off vehement protests on
the part of spokesmen for areas into
which large volumes of foreign residual
oil have been flowing, I feel that it would
be in the interest of all concerned—
including those executive department
authorities responsible for the adminis-
tration of the program—to review its
genealogy and to study the results of this
short period of its life.

The mandatory control order is an
offspring of a study made by the Presi-
dent’'s Committee on Energy Supplies
and Resources Policy in 1954, But the
need for the creation of a defense against
enervation of America's domestic fuels
industries was actually germinated by
avaricious importers more than a decade
ago.

The first significant evidence of the
foreign invasion of east coast industrial
fuel markets dates back to 1946, when
some 44 million barrels of residual oil
flowed onto our shores. Thereafter great
gushers of alien fuel began entering the
country. These market seizures took
place in a period when American industry
was converting to peacetime status and
when all available resources were en-
listed to hurry recovery in lands devas-
tated by the most destructive war ma-
chines and explosives that the world had
ever known.

The bituminous coal industry pro-
duced 534 million tons of coal in 1946,
increasing this output to an alltime
high of 631 million tons in 1947, Resid-
ual oil imports first moved cautiously,
then struck hard in 1949, soaring to 75
million barrels—or 18 million tons of
coal in energy equivalent. Meanwhile
demand for bituminous coal was begin-
ning to subside. In the next 2 years,
output declined by 193 million tons to a
level of 438 million tons. It was during
this period that the real danger of re-
sidual oil imports to the Nation's econ-
omy and security became apparent. As
a resident of the Nation’s foremost coal
producing region, I was in a position to
observe personally the impact of a for-
eign product on American industry and
American labor. I was a member of the
West Virginia State Legislature, which
of course was helpless to take effective
‘action because this problem—according
to the wise instructions of the Found-
ing Fathers of this country, as stated
in the Constitution—had to be resolved
by the Congress of the United States.

Many shipments of coal from the
northern and southern fields of West
Virginia into New York and New Eng-
land were abruptly halted. Coal pro=-
duced by American miners was no long-
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er wanted because international entre-
preneurs offered energy at cheaper
rates. Mines began to halt operations,
and whistles that call men to work sud~
denly became silent. Railroaders whose
jobs depend upon coal traffic swelled the
list of unemployed in West Virginia.
Businesses allied with the coal and rail-
road industries found themselves with-
out orders, and the slump hit hard
throughout local mining and railroad
communities.

Hardship conditions were felt in many
sections of West Virginia in 1949.
There was no doubt as to one important
factor responsible for the recession.
Imported residual oil. West Virginia
and other coal-producing States in the
Appalachians were vietims of an irra-
tional foreign trade program. We as-
sumed that this condition was only
temporary, that it would be rectified
once the Federal Government realized
the harmful effects of excessive oil im-
ports.

‘Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my colleague from West Virginia yield
to me?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am de-
lighted to yield to my- colleague from
West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I compliment my
colleague for the manner in which he
has presided over this Chamber for most
of the day, I believe.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. For 7
hours and 15 minutes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. While he was en-
gaged in that activity I was in the old
Supreme Court chamber, where we had
certain matters under consideration.

I think it is important to point out
that there are those—perhaps certain
Members of this body—who already have
indicated that prices of oil products have
increased in this country since the re-
striction on foreign imports began. To
the contrary, the price of petroleum has
decreased, rather than increased, since
import controls were established in 1957.
At that time the average price of crude
oil was $3.16 a barrel. Only yesterday,
I was advised that the price per barrel
was down to $3.04. Furthermore, the
average price of the four principal pe-
troleum products at the time import con-
trols were established was $4.22 a barrel,
while today the average price of such
products is $3.82. These figures certainly
refute any claim that controls have in-
duced higher prices for crude oil and
petroleum items in general.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. For the
record, both the House and Senate were
alerted to the perils of the prevailing
trade policy. Hearings by committees of
these legislative bodies produced un-
impeachable evidence of inequitable
usurpation of coal’s markets by foreign
oil. Witnesses from various areas of the
country appeared voluntarily in Wash-
ington in support of legislation to place
a quota limitation on residual oil im-
ports. The list of witnesses included not
only coal operators and miners, but also
representatives of railroads and railroad
unions, independent oil producers and
refineries, and a variety of other spokes-
men for American industry and labor.

- From time to time, I have had reason
to refer to the reports and recommenda-
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tions of the subcommittees which con-
ducted those hearings 9 years ago.
Chairman of the Senate group was the
late Matthew M. Neely. The passing of
years has not in any way refuted the
conclusions of that subcommittee; it is
only to be regretted that ultimate action
on the part of the U.S. Government was
so long in coming.

One of the witnesses before the Neely
subcommittee 9 years ago was Mr. R. M.
Davis, of Morgantown, fo whom many
colleagues paid a rich and deserved
tribute last month.

If figures and tables were updated, the
1950 testimony of Mr. Davis could be pre-
sented today without fear of contradic-
tion. Nome of the troubles which he
enumerated as directly attributable to

an unrealistic oil import policy has dis-

appeared with the passing of years.
Rather, each of the problems has been
intensified.

Mr. Davis presented statistics to give
the Senators a comprehensive picture of
the economic losses sustained by coal
companies, coal miners, and entire com-
munities subjected to the impact of too
much foreign oil. He showed how the
interest of the coal operators, the
miners, related businesses, Government,
and thé railroads are interwoven in dif-
ficulties that come in with ships carry-
ing fuel to take over American markets.
I feel that the following paragraph from
the Davis testimony is so pertinent to
the matter that it needs repeating to-
day:

It should be pointed out also that the
public school system, including the colleges
and the State university, is vitally affected
by employment in the coal mines. The
number of pupils capable of going to school
will be directly affected by the prosperity
or lack of it among the miners. The ability
of the State and local governments to sup-
port the school system depends in part upon
the taxes which are collected from mine
property and from the miners in the form
of the consumers’ sales and other taxes.
Also the religious and civic life in every
community in the State is closely tied up
with the prosperity of the people. The fi-
nancial contribution of the miner and his
family to the church and to other local
institutions is directly affected by the com-
petitive position of coal with foreign fuel

These unfortunate consequences of an
open door policy on oil imports are even
more pronounced today than they were
108 months and 1,298 million barrels ago.

Yes, Mr. President, in the 9 years that
have elapsed since those hearings, im-
porting companies shipped 1,298 million
barrels of residual oil from foreign re-
fineries to U.S. docks. In energy value,
these imports were equivalent to more
than 310 million tons of bituminous
coal—or greater than the total output of
West Virginia’s mines for any 2 years of
that period. Under the circumstances,
the White House could not possibly have
neglected to include residual oil in the
mandatory controls that went into effect
last April 1. On reviewing these data,
one can only wonder why similar action
'wa.s not taken long ago.

Certainly the Neely subcommittee was
convinced without a doubt that Govern-
ment action was needed to prevent the
wholesale destruction of the domestic oil
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and coal markets by an ever-increasing
sea of imports. This paragraph from
the subcommittee’s conclusions indicates
an attitude on the part of oil importers
that prevailed from the start and, in
effect, eventually forced the White House
to adopt the mandatory controls:

If there were not a history of continued
procrastination by the importers, the com=-
mittee might be impressed far more than it
is by the possibilities for success of a volun-
tary import-limitation program, subject to
such Government supervision as would be
necessary to protect the public interest and
to insure the faithful accomplishment of the
objective.

The subcommittee unanimously ree-
ommended that Congress act to hold
down oil imports. Emphasizing the
State Department’s disinelination to
provide protection for domestic pro-
ducers against foreign competition, the
subcommittee explained:

It is perhaps inevitable and certainly un-
derstandable that those preoccupied with
urgent problems of global concern should be
somewhat insensitive to protests of domes-
tic economic dislocation. Fortunately, such
lack of vision is not characteristic of leg-
islative representatives entrusted by the
Constitution with responsibility for the wel-
fare of the people of the United States.

The late Senator Robert A. Taft, a
member of the subcommitiee, added
these views in a supplemental state-
ment:

The importation of residual oil is a direct
damage to the coal industry. It is produced
abroad as a byproduct. Apparently the de-
mand in Europe and elsewhere throughout
the world for this byproduct is not sufficient
to use up all of the residual oil resulting
from foreign processing. Being a byprod-
uct, it is very difficult to determine the cost,
and those who produce it are tempted to
sell it for any price obtainable in order to
get rid of it. This imposes a great handi-
cap on the coal industry and is responsible
for the closing of many mines.

When I became a Member of the
House of Representatives in 1953, I
pledged myself to utilize every resource
at hand to persuade Congress and the
White House of the need for correcting
a situation in which American labor
was being shunted aside in order that
international oil shippers might retain
free access to our fuel markets. In the
intervening years, I took the floor of
the, House on a number of occasions
during each session of Congress to warn
also of the inherent danger in a policy
that does not safeguard a vital Ameri-
can industry against the ravages of un-
controlled foreign competition.

Although I was not then and am not
now of the opinion that anything short
of a quota limitation set by Congress
will ever satisfactorily solve the oil im-
port problem, I felt that recommenda-
tions of the Presidential Advisory Com-
mittee on February 26, 1955, consti-
tuted a substantial gain in the crusade
toward a satisfactory adjustment of im-
port levels. That report, after empha-
sizing the need for an expanding domes-
tic oil industry, stated that other energy
industries—particularly coal—must also
maintain a level of operation which, in
the words of the Committee, “will make
possible rapid expansion in output
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should that become necessary.” The re=-
port then followed with this recommen-
dation:

The Committee believes that if the Ims-
ports of crude and residual oils should ex-
ceed significantly the respective proportions
that these imports of oils bore to the pro-
duction of domestic crude oil in 1954, the
domestic fuels situation could be so im-
paired as to endanger the orderly industrial
growth which assures the military and ecivil-
ian supplles and reserves that are neces-
sary to the national defense. There would
be an inadequate incentive for exploration
and the discovery of new sources of supply.

In view of the foregoing, the Committee
concludes that in the interest of national
defense imports should be kept in the
balance recommended above. It is highly
desirable that this be done by voluntary, in-
dividual action of those who are importing
or those who become importers of crude or
residual oll. The Committee believes that
every effort should be made and will be
made to avold the necessity of govern-
mental intervention,

The Committee recommends, however,
that if in the future the imports of crude
oil and residual fuel olls exceed significantly
the respective proportions that such im-
ported oils bore to domestic production of
crude oil in 1954, appropriate action
should be taken.

The Committee recommends further that
the desirable proportionate relationships
between imports and domestic production
be reviewed from time to time in the light
of industrial expansion and changing eco-
nomic and national defense requirements.

In arriving at these conclusions and rec-
ommendations, the Committee has taken
into consideration the importance to the
economies of friendly countries of their oil
exports to the United States as well as the
importance to the United States of the ac-
cessibility of foreign oil supplies both in
Ppeace and war.

To provide implementation for the
recommendations of the Presidential
Committee, the Senate attached the so-
called national defense amendment to
the bill extending the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act. This provision was
considered an ironclad assurance that
oil shippers would voluntarily respect
the recommended import levels. In
actual practice, however, the volunteer
program was no more effective in stay-
ing the tides of imported oil than if
floodwalls were constructed of only the
paper on which this instrumentality of
the Senate and the executive depart-
ment was written. In 1956 residual oil
imports went to almost 163 million bar-
rels, and a year later a new record high
of 173 million barrels was reached. It
was now obvious that the volunteer oil
import program had failed.

Domestic o0il and coal waited from
some action that would at last carry out
the intent of Congress and the White
House directive. As I have stated previ-
ously, the cutbacks recorded in the
Presidential advisory study were not as
drastic as we had hoped.  We recognized
that even precise enforcement would not
regain for coal the markets that had
been overrun by international oil, nor
would thousands of unemployed miners
be given an opportunity to return to
work under this mandate. Having suf-
fered through months and years of eco-
nomic distress attributable to an irra-
tional foreign trade policy, our coal
people accepted the voluntary control
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program only as a guarantee against fur-
ther encroachment by alien oil.

To be sure, arrogant international oil
companies ignored the limits set by the
Presidential committee and endorsed by
Congress. Finally the White House—on
March 10, 1959—placed mandatory con=
trols on imported crude and products,
including residual oil. This accomplish-
ment did not come easy. My colleague
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLpa] and
I, accompanied by our State’s House
delegation, visited many Cabinet offices,
during the early part of this year, for
the purpose of impressing upon officials
the very urgent need to include residual
oil in the mandatory controls program.
The President’s announcement was
therefore particularly welcome to us; our
enthusiasm was somewhat dimmed, how=
ever, by criticism of the program—par-
ticularly from New England spokesmen.
It is my intense conviction that what-
ever steps have been and will be taken
to safeguard the coal industry against
the eroding forces of excessive imports
will react to the very definite advantage
of New England and other regions in
close proximity to the Atlantic seaboard.
For this reason, I direct my remarks
here today to those statements of dismay
at the official action to check the tidal
waves of foreign oil that have been
sweeping into America's east coast
markets.

After the import controls on residual
went into effect, there was a chorus of
protest which made it appear that dis-
aster was imminent. The criticism, as I
recall, was primarily to the effect that
prices would rise, and there would be
scarcities of residual.

What has happened? The controls
went into effect on April 1. Today, the
price of residual oil is where it was when
the quotas were imposed. Keep in mind
that imports were cut back to 1957 levels
when a veritable floodtide of residual
came into the country, the equivalent of
more than 40 million tons of coal. Coal
got very little out of the residual order,
only that its displacement would not be
accelerated. This assurance presupposes
that the order will continue in effect and
will be effectively enforced.

The catastrophe did not happen. In-
stead, residual prices are near the lowest
levels in history. They even declined
for a time after the order went into ef-

feet April 1. There is more than enough
oil to go around. It continues to be in
surplus.

Furthermore, it should be understood
that reliance upon foreign sources of
supply is uncertain and dangerous in
these perilous times. I would like to
emphasize, as I have done many times
previously, that coal’s price stability and
abundance are the best assurances
which New England and other areas of
the country have that they can buy fuel
at reasonable prices. Let me point out
the tremendous surge in residual oil
prices after the Suez crisis as an indica-
tion that New England can by no means
be certain that residual will continue to
be cheap in price or, if a crisis comes,
available at any price.

The effectiveness of the mandatory
oil import program is of vital interest to
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all America. One need not be a military
or logistics expert to recognize the peril
of placing reliance upon a source of
energy that must be transported over
open sea lanes. I ask the indulgence
of the Senate as I recall events of the
past that emphasize the danger of neg-
lecting America’s domestic fuel indus-
tries.

The story of coal’s contributions to
America's defense efforts actually began
to unfold almost 2 centuries ago when
this unique fuel was extracted from a
mine in Henrico County, Va., sent
down the Pamonkey River, and moved
to a Chesapeake Bay port for overland
transportation to munitions manufac-
tories in Lancaster and Philadelphia.

With the passing of time, coal’s role
in the development of military equip-
ment and weapons became more and
more important. In the dark days of
World War I, Lloyd George offered this
testimony:

In peace and in war, King Coal is the para-
mount lord of industry. It enters into
every article of consumption and utility.

Winston Churchill’s notable quota-
tions include this observation made on

-October 31, 1942:

War is made with steel and steel is made
from coal. * * * Coal is the foundation and,
to a very large extent, the measure of our
whole war effort.

Because a ton of coal goes into the
production of every ton of steel, this
‘fuel has a vital role in the manufacture
of ships, tanks, aircraft, bombs, rifies,
and missiles. Coal is used to make
smokeless powder, TNT, and a host of
chemicals,

In an emergency, when great volumes
of oil must be diverted from -civilian
use, coal is always expected to fill the
gap. Residents of New England par-
ticularly should remember how coal came
to the rescue in the early days of World
War II. Who can forget the photo-
graphs of tanker sinkings within eye-
sight and camera range of Virginia
Beach, Miami Beach, and other coastal
cities? Germany had only 60 subma-
rines at the beginning of World War II,
yet she was able to sever water traffic
between our own ports on the Gulf of
Mexico and the Atlantic seaboard.

Newspapers of February 8, 1942, fea-
tured a dispatch from Washington warn-
ing oil consumers that shortages could
be expected to become progressively seri-
ous in the days ahead. Many buildings
were forced to close during the cold
winter days that followed, but the worst
was yet to come. On May 27 the Gov-
ernment warned New England not to
expect oil for homes or factories, advis-
ing conversion to coal without delay
wherever possible. In the months that
followed, Petroleum Coordinator Harold
L. Ickes time and again advised that an
even more serious situation was certain
to develop during the winter months of
1942-43 unless arrangements were made
to burn coal. On January 4, 1953, a
hospital for children at Rockaway, N.Y.,
was ordered closed because of the fuel
oil shortage. Other casualties in Jan-
uary and February included the shut-
down of eight Rhode Island textile mills,
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the closing of schools, and hardship in
a variety of manufacturing plants and
office buildings. i

' New Englanders would also be well-
advised to recall this opening paragraph
of page 1 of the Boston Post for March
26, 1943:

Claims from Washington that the public
health would not suffer as a result of the
fuel oll shortage during the past winter were
ridiculed last night by health experts in
Boston and surrounding cities and towns.

I remind the Congress that Russia
now has a fleet of approximately 400 sub-
marines—many of them long-range—
that would be put into action in the
event of a war outbreak. To depend
upon shipments from the far-off Middle
East and from the refineries of South
America in the face of a submarine pack
of this size would be sheer folly.

But let us, for the moment, return to
this question of foreign goods and low
prices. There is no contesting the fact
that residual oil can be shipped into
the markets of this country at prices
that undersell coal. This was the strata-
gem that enabled importers to seize such
a large part of coal’s traditional markets
for 10 years and more. The accepted
laws of economics have continually been
disregarded in setting the sales price of
foreign residual oil. In 1948 the charge
at the port of entry was $2.97 a barrel.
This figure mysteriously dropped to $1.89
the following year, and from that time
it has zigzagged up and down to the
complete confusion of rule-of-thumb
calculations and in defiance of the most
carefully devised economic theories. In
1956 the price was $2.76. Business
slumped generally in 1957, but somehow
the importers were able to command
$3.10 per barrel for their foreign product.
Last year the figure was $2.57 and—Io
and behold—despite the vociferous ad-
monitions that followed the White
House mandate to control residual oil
imports, there was an unaccountable
price decline with imported residual oil
being offered for sale at dockside in New
York at a mere $2 per barrel.

No, Mr. President, it does not appear
that any shifting of the import levels
need have a direct effect on prices of
imported residual oil. But let us as-
sume that those who predicted a price
rise following the White House an-
nouncement on March 10 of this year
had been correct and that consumers in
New England had been required to pay
a little more for fuel supplies. In the
first place, I do not believe that home
owners enjoyed any reduction in the cost
of electricity when imported residual
oil underwent one of its periodic flip-
flops. Nor have I noted a similar decline
in prices of finished goods in New Eng-
land industrial plants that took advan-
tage of the lower prices offered by oil
shippers. .

Traditionally, members of the New
England delegation actively protest
trade policies that place their own in-
dustries at a disadvantage with foreign
sellers in American marketplaces. The
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD offers adequate
evidence of such protestations through
the years. This attitude on the part of
office holders representing New England
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is to be admired. When competition

from Europe or Asia creates unemploy-

ment in Boston, Bridgeport, Portland, or

Nashua, it is incumbent upon elected

representatives of those areas to exhaust

every effort in an attempt to eliminate
the injustices that tolerate such con-
ditions.

I am happy to be associated with
those of my colleagues who insist upon
protection of domestic industry from
commodities manufactured in countries
where standards of living are low and
where labor earns only a small per-
centage of its counterparts in this coun-
try. And I respectfully solicit your
understanding of similar economic prob-
lems that have been persisting in West
Virginia for entirely too long.

Robert Frost wrote:

Anything I can say about New Hampshire
will serve almost as well about Ver-
mont,

Excepting that they differ in their moun-
tains

The Ven:n(fnt mountains stretch extending
straight;
New Hampshire mountains curl up in a coil.

There may be more identifiable differ-
ences between the mountains of West
Virginia and those of Vermont and
New Hampshire, but there is nothing
about the topography of our State that
would alter the basic economic prin-
ciples that prevail in every part of
America. If too many hats and too
many bieycles produced abroad are
shipped into the markets of this coun-
try, somebody in New England is going
to hurt. If tuna fish caught in foreign
waters enter the United States in exces-
sive amounts, there are families in Cali-
fornia who may find themselves unable
to feed their children with anything but
the surplus tuna taken into their own
boats. Open the doors to foreign pro-
ducers of cotton and other agricultural
products and there will be a business
depression in the South. Bring in more
Argentine beef and American cattlemen
and packers will suffer. Invite more
foreign dairy products and farmers in
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan
will find it mighty difficult to make a
living.

We do not deny that these foreign
commodities can be made available at
dollar savings to the American con-
sumer. But it is a transaction respon-
sible for bringing unemployment to
many Americans. Does anyone believe
that it is fair for West Virginia's prin-
cipal industry to be exposed to the bat-
tering of a mounting sea of foreign oil
while the bread-and-butter industries
of New England—or the Northwest, the
Middle West, the Southwest, or the Deep
South—enjoy a serene haven of tariff
and quota protection?

Do I hear the argument that oil mar-
kets must be kept scot free of import im-
pediments in order to promote good will
among exporting countries? Even the
more credulous among us should disre-
gard these timeworn polemics. Realists
should never be swayed by this type of
political and diplomatic strategy when
the jobs and livelihoods of the people
they represent are at stake.

How Venezuelan sensitivity would re-
act to controls on imports is an issue
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that has been raised since Senator Neely
proposed a quota limitation back in the
days of the since-deposed Mr. Jimenez.
The President’s mandatory order finally
went into effect 5 months ago, and
Venezuela appears to have survived the
ordeal.

As for Venezuela, her citizenry cer-
tainly should not question a philosophy
that would provide a modicum of pro-
tection for the American worker against
the pernicious economic disease that
threatens any industrial -civilization
which does not take the precaution to
examine carefully all imports and reject
those in excess. Several years ago, the
U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of
International Trade, reported that
Venezuela imposes “very high duties on
products similar to those domestically
produced.” The analysis continued:

Before World War II import duties ac-
counted for about 40 percent of all national
revenue. Since the war they have declined
in relative importance and currently ac-
count for only about 20 percent. This pro-
portionate decline was due in part to the
growth in protectionism—although the im-
portation of duty-free goods continued, the
importation of dutiable goods has tended to
be further impeded.

In addition to import dutles, Venezuela
imposes numerous other types of trade con-
trols. On the import side, they include im-
port licensing requirements, import quotas,
regulations requiring the purchase of speci-
fied amounts of local products for each unit
imported, import prohibitions, and guaran-
tine laws.

Venezuela’s attitude, in which domes-
tic industry is safeguarded against ruin-
ous import competition, is not unique in
South America or in most other parts of
the world, even though this family plan
appears to be foreign to State Depart-
ment officials who have taken unto them-
selves the power to liberalize America’s
trade policies. The State Department is
guilty of promulgating the program that
subordinates the welfare of industry and
labor in the United States to the pro-
ducing forces of other nations, yet Con-
gress cannot escape culpability for the
needless, irresponsible, and unwise sur-
render of this constitutionally derived
authority. Protection of American in-
dustry was for many decades considered
?s sacred and necessary as immigration

aws.

Since 1934, when Congress delegated
to the President wide authority in the
regulation of duties on imported goods,
the average rates on dutiable goods have
tended sharply downward. In contrast,
few other nations have reciprocated.
Most foreign countries eling to tariff
rates much higher than those prevailing
here, and in addition resort to such re-
strictive measures as import licenses and
exchange controls that may be utilized
to whatever extent is necessary for the
protection of their own industries
against foreign competition, including
competition of the products of American
labor.

Because the productive capacity of
leading industrial nations in Europe and
Asia was largely laid waste during World
War II, a preponderance of America's
mass production industries found little
dificulty in obtaining market outlets
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during the first postwar decade. In=-
deed, the demand persisted at such a
high level that a more liberalized trade
program was widely acclaimed by those
enjoying the profits of overseas selling
as the answer to international economic
problems. Those of us in West Vir-
ginia—where coal, pottery, ceramics, and
assorted manufacturing industries were
adversely affected by import competi-
tion—pleaded for a more perspective ap-
praisal. New England also recognized
the danger of speeding erazily down the
road to more liberalized trade policies
without proper braking equipment in the
form of sensible tariff and quota laws.
The South recognized the danger once
Japan’s textile plants were rehabilitated.
Now, at long last, more and more regions
are beginning to feel the need for a more
cautious approach to the widening ave-
nues of international trade,

Inasmuch as the list of vietims of ir-
rational trade policies is being enlarged,
I am confident that the Senate and
House will be more receptive to review-
ing objectively the entire trade agree-
ments program in the very near fu-
ture—perhaps at the second session of
this Congress. Meanwhile Congress
must at least encourage the executive
department to continue to take steps to
protect domestic industries that are
components of the defense structure.
I remind my colleagues that the Presi-
dent’s mandatory oil import control pro-
gram was based exclusively on security
considerations. Under these circum-
stances, it would appear extremely
shortsighted for any American to de-
mand lifting of these restrictions even
if he disregarded completely the desti-
tution that comes to coal and railroad
communities with unregulated ship-~
ments of residual oil imports.

Little wonder that the President, ad-
vised of what was happening to the coal
industry through admission of as much
residual oil as international shippers
chose to dump on our fuel markets, re-
sorted to the mandatory control pro-
gram.,

In 1958 the U.S. bituminous coal in-
dustry produced slightly more than 400
million tons. Members of a task force
that developed statistical information
for the Cabinet Committee on Energy
Resources in 1954 came to the conclu-
sion that the national security requires
the bituminous coal industry to main-
tain an annual production level of at
least 500 million tons if there is to be
sufficient capacity for raising output to
meet emergency demands,

It is recognized that many mines have
closed since foreign residual oil began its
lethal sweep into the Atlantic seaboard.
I wonder if everyone is aware of what
happens to a coal mine when it is closed
for any length of time. Unless pumps
are kept in constant operation, under
ordinary conditions most mines will fill
up with water. Then erosion begins to
take place. When a flooded mine is to
be reopened, the first step is to send in
pumps to undertake the dewatering
process. With the most modern pump-
ing equipment, many weeks may be re-
quired to complete the job. Even then,
the mine is far from being ready to go
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back into operation. Impounded water
creates bad roof conditions; when ven-
tilation is restored as the water is
pumped out, air that comes in contact
with the roof causes much of it to dis-
integrate. The bad roof must be taken
down and bad timbering must be re-
placed. Only after these operations are
completed and the roof has been made
safe is it possible to begin such neces-
sary work as repairing or reinstalling
track, and rewiring. Finally, at long
last, the actual mining equipment is
brought in. In all, a full year may be
required to begin taking the coal out of
a mine that has been closed for any
length of time.

The railroad industry, of course, suf-
fers a collateral loss in carrying capac-
ity. The junior Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERs] has frequently brought
to public attention the prevailing eco-
nomiec difficulties of many American
railroads. His most recent contribution
was published in This Week magazine
on July 26. He is justifiably concerned
with the very serious problems that con-
front this vital transportation network.
Railroads are not economically capable
of maintaining rolling stock in operat-
ing condition when traffic is down. If
coal had filled one half of the orders
served by foreign residual oil in east
coast markets in 1958, the tonnage to be
moved would fill more than 400,000 rail-
road hoppers. The implications are
obvious. The railroads would gain im-
portant revenues, more operating and
maintenance crews would be required,
and thousands of additional hoppers
would be kept in serviceable condition.
Currently, too many coal-carrying cars
are rusting away on sidings. In an
emergency, a car shortage would be in-
evitable.

The mandatory controls program has
helped to alleviate the deficit of coal
cars. To lift restrictions on residual oil
imports would constitute a further se-
curity threat from the standpoint of the
railroad industry as well as in relation
to the coal industry.

Mr. President, the general public
needs to be apprised of the security re-
quirements which necessitated the im-
position of mandatory controls on resid-
ual oil. I feel that periodic reviews of
the program, its results, and its ramifi-
ecations will serve the interests of the
entire Nation. My remarks on this sub-
ject are intended to provide Congress
with a running account of the results of
the mandatory control program, and to
emphasize the need for rigid enforce-
ment and continuation of the control
program. I have presented the history
of imported residual oil prices which bob
curiously in their own capricious man-
ner, independent of business factors
which normally determine market value.
Ample supplies of this fuel are still
available, and will continue to be un-
less international oil shippers find it to
their advantage to shut off valves at
their cornucopian sources. Although
the free world is consuming approxi-
mately 16 million barrels of oil a day,
another 5 million barrels could be pro-
duced every 24 hours at negligible ex-
pense,
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The only legitimate reason for a
residual oil shortage on the Atlantic
seaboard in the foreseeable future
would be an unexpected political devel-
opment in Venezuela, whose capital city
was shaken by 9 hours of rioting last
month. Past experiences in South
America and the Middle East have lent
emphasis to the theory that foreign
sources of fuel supply should never be
piermitted to supplant domestic produc-
tion.

When all these factors are carefully
studied, there should be no more at-
tacks on the mandatory control pro-
gram. Instead, this program should re-
ceive the welcome endorsement of areas
in which international oil shippers
have found convenient customers of a
fuel whose supply will remain in serious
doubt during eras of unsteady world
peace and intranational strife. I am
also hopeful that, in the future, a more
sympathetic understanding of coal re-
gions' economic difficulties will be in
evidence among our people throughout
the country. I think that the position
of the coal industry with respect to oil
imports is akin to that of the woolen
industry when Mayor John B. Hynes, of
Boston warned—and his statement was
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD of
April 28, 1954—that import competition
would result in less employment and
smaller payrolls at home, and that it
would have, in his own words, “an ad-
verse effect upon the whole New Eng-
land community.”

Residual oil imports have had an ad-
verse effect upon the whole community
of West Virginia and other coal-pro-
ducing States. The mandatory control
program has arrested the impact, and I
respectfully appeal to all Senators to
stand firm in insisting that the specified
levels continue to be respected as a pre-
caution against further economic debili-
tation and in defense of the security of
our country.

AUTHORIZATION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON 8. 15556 DURING
RECESS OF SENATE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the conference report on the labor bill
(S. 1555) may be filed during the recess
of the Senate tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-
acted:

ADDITIONAL REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following additional reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee
on Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

S.1431. A bill to provide for the establish=
ment of a Commission on Metropolitan Prob-
lems (Rept. No. 881).
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AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1946, AS AMENDED—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, I report an original bill to amend
the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as
amended, and for other purposes, and I
submit a report (No. 880) thereon. I ask
that the report be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and printed, as re-
quested by the Senator from Arkansas;
and the bill will be placed on the cal-
endar.

The bill (S. 2633) to amend the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended, and
for other purposes, reported by Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT, from the Committee on Foreign
Relations, was read twice by its title,
and placed on the calendar.

ADDITIONAL BILLS

The following bills were reported, or
introduced, and, by unanimous consent,
referred or placed on the calendar, as
indicated:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT:

S.2633. A bill to amend the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946, as amended, and for other
purposes; placed on the calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. FULBRIGHT when
he reported the above bill from the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, which appear under
the heading “Reports of Committees.”)

By Mr. MORSE!

5.2634. A bill to amend the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as amended,
relative to the return of certain alien prop-
erty interests; to the Committee on Foreign
Relatlions.

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CON-
STITUTION, RELATING TO FILL-
ING OF TEMPORARY VACANCIES
IN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATVIES—
AMENDMENTS ‘

Mr. HOLLAND submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 39) to
amend the Constitution to authorize
Governors to fill temporary vacancies in
the House of Representatives, which
were ordered to lie on the table and be
printed.

WITHHOLDING STATE INCOME
TAXES FROM FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES—ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
OF AMENDMENTS
Under authority of the order of the

Senate of September 1, 1959, the names

of Senators Lone of Hawaii, BENNETT,

KEATING, CAPEHART, Moss, BARTLETT,

GRUENING, CHURCH, THURMOND, MANS-

FIELD, and NEUBERGER were added as ad-

ditional cosponsors of the amendments

intended to be proposed by the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr, SALTONSTALL]
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to the bill (S. 2282) to amend the act
of July 17, 1952, submitted by Mr. SaL-
ToNSTALL (for himself and other Sena-
tors), on September 1, 1959.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 2, 1959, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

8. 300. An act to amend the act of August
28, 1958, establishing a study commission
for certain river basins, so as to provide for
the appointment to such commission of sep-
arate representatives for the Guadalupe and
San Antonio River Basins, and of & repre-
sentative of the Texas Board of Water Engi-
neers;

S5.417. An act to place in trust status cer-
tain lands on the Standing Rock Sioux Res-
ervation in North Dakota and South Dakota;

5.551. An act to declare portions of Bayous
Terrebonne and LeCarpe, La. to be non-
navigable streams;

8.994. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Spokane Valley project, Wash-
ington and Idaho, under Federal reclama-
tion laws;

8.1221. An act to amend the act author-
izing the Crooked River Federal reclamation
project, Oregon, in order to increase the
capacity of certain project features for fu-
ture irrigation of additional lands;

5. 1448. An act to change the name of the
Abraham Lincoln National Historical Park
at Hodgenville, Ky., to Abraham Lincoln
Birthplace National Historic Site;

S.1453. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell and convey certain
lands in the State of Iowa to the city of
Keosauqua;

S.1521. An act to provide for the removal
of the restriction on use with respect to a
certain tract of land in Cumberland County,
Tenn., conveyed to the State of Tennessee
in 1938;

S.1645. An act to amend section 4161 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to com-
putation of good time allowances for pris-
ONers;

8. 1647. An act to amend section 4083, title
18, United States Code, relating to peniten-
tiary imprisonment;

8. 1947. An act relating to the authority of
the Customs Court to appoint employees, and
for other purposes;

8.2013. An act to amend section 511(h)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amend-
ed, in order to extend the time for commit-
ment of construction reserve funds; .

8.2029. An act to authorize a per capita
distribution of funds arising from a judg-
ment In favor of the Confederated Tribe of
Siletz Indians in the State of Oregon, and
for other purposes;

S5.2118. An act to amend section 4488 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Department in which
the Coast Guard is operating to prescribe
regulations governing lifesaving equipment,
firefighting equipment, muster lists, ground
tackle, hawsers, and bilge systems aboard
vessels, and for other purposes;

S.2334. An act to transfer from the De-
partment of Commerce to the Department of
Labor certain functions in respect of insur-
ance benefits and disability payments to
seamen for World War II service-connected
injuries, death, or disability, and for other
purposes;

S.2339. An act to amend the law relating
to the distribution of the funds of the Creek
Tribe; 3

5.2421. An act to amend the EKlamath
Termination Act; and
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5.2435. An act to provide that certain
funds in the Treasury of the United States
to the credit of the Confederated Bands of
Ute Indians be transferred to the credit of
the Ute Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain
Reservation, Colo.

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no other business to come before
the Senate—and I gather that there is
none on the minority side——

Mr. JAVITS. No.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move that the
Senate stand in recess, under the order
previously entered, until 9:30 a.m. to-
morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
T o’clock and 54 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, under the order previ-
ously entered, until tomorrow, Thursday,
September 3, 1959, at 9:30 ¢’clock a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 2 (legislative day
of August 31), 1959:

UnITED NATIONS

Representatives of the United States of
America to the 14th session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations, to serve no
longer than December 31, 1950:

Henry Cabot Lodge, of Massachusetts.

James G. Furton, U.S. Representative from
the Btate of Pennsylvania.

CLEMENT J, ZaBLockl, U.S. Representative
from the State of Wisconsin.

Walter 8. Robertson, of Virginia, _

George Meany, of Maryland.

Alternate representatives of the United
States of America to the 14th session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to serve no longer than December 31, 1959:

Charles W. Anderson, Jr., of Kentucky.

Virgil M, Hancher, of Iowa.

Erle Cocke, Jr., of Georgia.

Mrs. Oswald B. Lord, of New York.

Harold Riegelman, of New York.

THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY

Representatives of the United Statés of
America to the third session of the Gen-
eral Conference of the International Atomic
Energy Agency: ;

John A. McCone, of California.

Alternate representative of the United
States of America to the third session of
the General Conference of the International
Atomic Energy Agency:

Paul F. Foster, of Maryland.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Harry F. Stimpson, Jr., of Massachusetts,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to Paraguay.

U.S. DIsTRICT JUDGES

J. 8mith Henley, of Arkansas, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern and western
districts of Arkansas.

Gordon E, Young, of Arkansas, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern district of
Arkansas,

Carl A, Weinman, of Ohio, to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the southern district of Ohio.
JUDGE OF THE DisTRICT COURT

Walter A. Gordon, of California, to be
judge of the distriet court for the Virgin
Islands for & term of 8 years.

: .
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 2, 1959

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Hebrews 12: 2: Looking unto Jesus,
the author and finisher of our faith.

Most merciful and gracious God, we
thank Thee for the blessings which Thou
art bestowing upon us so generously and
abundantly for our need and comfort.

Show us how we may cope sSuccess=-
fully with every perplexing problem and
resist victoriously the manifold trials
and temptations which assail us.

May we petition Thee more earnestly
for a clearer discernment of Thy holy will
and for the inspiration of Thy presence
gs we discharge the duties of each new

ay.

Grant that our life may be an infiu-
ence for good unto all with whom we
come into contact and may we never
overlook an opportunity to speak a kind
word and extend a helping hand.

Hear us in the name of our blessed
Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc-
Gown, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.
R. 213) entitled “An act to provide addi-
tional time within which certain State
agreements under section 218 of the So-
cial Security Act may be modified to se-
cure coverage for nonprofessional school
distriet employees.”

“The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2606)
entitled “An act to extend the period for
filing claims for credit or refund of over-
payments of income taxes arising as a
result of renegotiation of Government
contracts.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 1958)
entitled “An act to amend title 46, United
States Code, section 601, to clarify types
of arrestment prohibited with respect to
wages of U.S. seamen.”

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names;

[Roll No. 154]
Andrews Doyle Poage
Anfuso Ford Powell
Barden Griffin Riehlman
Baumhart Hall 8t. George
Blitch Jones, Mo. Scherer
Bolton Landrum Sikes
Canfield Lesinski Van Pelt
Cooley McDonough Westland
Denton Machrowicz Teague, Calif.
Derwinski Mason Winstead
Diggs Minshall
Dollinger O'Brien, N.Y.

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 400
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1960

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is the further consideration of the
veto of the President of the United
States on the bill (H.R. 7509) making
appropriations for ecivil functions ad-
ministered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencies of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and the Tennessee
Valley Authority, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1960, and for other purposes.

The question is, Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding? i

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, this
question has been thoroughly debated
repeatedly in both Houses. It has been
widely discussed in the press, especially
in the last few days.

I also inserted in the Recorp for Mon-
day a complete analysis of the effect of
the veto, the question raised by the veto
is a matter of general knowledge.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House on reconsideration, pass the
bill H.R. 7509, the objections of the Presi-
dent to the contrary notwithstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote must
be determined by the yeas and nays.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 274, nays 138, answered
‘“‘present” 1, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 155]

YEAS—2T4

Abernethy Bolling Celler
Addonizio Bonner Chelf
Albert Bowles Clark
Alexander Boykin Coad
Alford Boyle Coffin
And Brad Cohel

Mont. Breeding Colmer
Ashley Brewster 00k
Ashmore Brock Daddario
Aspinall Brooks, La Daniels
Bailey Brooks, Tex Davls, Ga.
Baker Brown, Ga. Davis, Tenn,
Barden Brown, Mo. Dawson
Baring Buckley Delaney
Barr Burdick Dent
Barrett Burke, Ky. Denton
Bass, Tenn. Burke, Mass Diggs
Beckworth Burleson Dingell
Bennett, Fla. Byrne, Pa. Dollinger
Blatnik n Donohue
Blitch Carnahan Darn, 8.C
Boggs Dowdy
Boland Casey ng
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Doyle
Dulskl
Durham
Edmondson
Elliott
Everett
Evins
Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fisher
Flood
Flynn
Fogarty
Foley
Forand
Forrester
Fountain
Frazier
Friedel
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gary
Gathings
Gavin
George
Glaimo
Granahan
Grant
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.,
Griffiths
Hagen
Haley
Hardy
Hargis
Harmon
Harris
Harrison
Hays
Healey
Hébert
Hechler
Hemphill
Hogan
Holifield
Holland
Holtzman
Horan
Huddleston
Hull

Ikard
Inouye
Irwin
Jarman
Jennings
Jensen
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Md.
Johnson, Wis.
Jones, Ala.
Karsten
Earth
Kasem
Kastenmeler
Kearns
Eee

Abbitt

Adair

Alger

Allen

Andersen,
Minn.

Arends

Auchincloss

Avery

Ayres

Baldwin

Barry

Bass, N.H.
Bates

Becker
Belcher
Bennett, Mich,
Bentley

Broomfield
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Budge

Bush

Byrnes, Wis.
Cahill

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chenoweth
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Eelly
Keogh
Kilday
Kilgore
King, Calif,
King, Utah
Kirwan
Kitchin
Kluczynskl
Eowalski
Landrum
Lane
Lankford
Lennon
Levering
Libonati
Loser
McCormack
McDowell
McFall
McGinley
McGovern
McMillan
McSween
Macdonald
Mack, 111,

NAYS—138

Chiperfield
Church
Collier
Conte
Corbett
Cramer

Curtin
Curtis, Mass.
Curtis, Mo.
Dague
Derounian
Devine
Dixon
Dooley
Dorn, N.X.
Dwyer
Fenton
Fino

Flynt
Frelinghuysen
Fulton

Glenn

Halpern
Henderson
Hesa
Hiestand
Hoeven

Quigley
Rabaut
Rains

Rivers, Alaska
Rivers, 8.C.
Roberts
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rogers, Mass,
Rogers, Tex.

Rutherford
Santangelo
Saund
Beott
Selden
Shelley
Sheppard
Shipley
Siler
Simpson, 111,
Sisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Miss,
Spence
Staggers

Bteed

Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Teller

Thomas
Thompson, La.

. Thompson, N.J.

Thompson, Tex.
Thomson, Wyo.
Thornberry
Toll
Trimble
Udall
Ullman
Vanik
Vinson
Walter
Wampler
Watts
Weaver
Whitener
Whitten
Wier
‘Willlams
‘Willis
Winstead
Wolf
Wright
Yates
Young
Zabloekl
Zelenko-

Hoffman, I1l.
Hoffman, Mich.
Holt

Hosmer
Jackson
Johansen
Jonas

Judd

Eeith
Kilburn
Enox



Norblad Robison Tollefson
O'Konski Saylor Tuck
Osmers Schenck Utt
Ostertag Scherer Van Zandt
Pelly Schwengel Walnwright
Pillion Short Wallhauser
Pirnie Simpson, Pa. Weis
Poft Smith, Calif Wharton
Quie Smith, Kans ‘Widnall
Ray Smith, Va Wilson
Reece, Tenn, Springer Withrow
Rees, Taber Younger
Rhodes, Ariz.  Taylor
Riehlman Teague, Callf.

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Herlong
NOT VOTING—22
Andrews Gray Poage
Anfuso Hall Powell
Baumhart Jones, Mo. 8t. George
Bolton Lesinskl Sikes
Canfield McDonough Van Pelt
Cooley Machrowicz Westland
Derwinskl Mason
Ford O'Brien, N.Y.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote

Mr. Machrowicz and Mr. O'Brien of New
York for, with Mr. Herlong against.

Mr. Jones of Missouri and Mr. Poage for,
with Mr. Ford against.

Mr. Sikes and Mr. Anfuso for, with Mr.
Derwinskl against.

Mr. Cooley and Mr. Lesinski for, with Mr.
Van Pelt against.

Mr. Hall and Mr. Powell for, with Mr,
Westland against.

Mr. Baumhart and Mr. Gray for, with Mrs.
Bolton against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Andrews with Mr. Mason.

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. MacHrROWICczZ] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
O'BrieN] who if present would have
voted “yea.” I voted “nay.” I there-
fore withdraw my vote and vote “pres-
ent.”

Mr. HARRISON changed his vote from
nmyu t'o uyea-u

Messrs. CHENOWETH, FENTON, and
CURTIN changed their votes from “yea”
to“my.”

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
a recapitulation of the vote.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, may we
not have the vote announced first?

The SPEAKER. The Chair holds that
there can be a recapitulation before or
after the vote. Therefore, we willhave a
recapitulation.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALLECEK. Upon request, will
not the Speaker announce the vote?

The SPEAKER. The Chair has dis-
cretion in this matter.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, regular
order.

The SPEAKER. ’I'he regular order is,
the Clerk will call the names of those vot=
ing in the affirmative.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALLECK. Under the rules of
the House, in view of the fact that the
vote has not been announced, may any=

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

one vote even though he was not here
when the roll was called?

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
repeat his inquiry?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, what I
am trying to ascertain is simply this:
In view of the fact that the Speaker
has elected not to announce the vote,
does that mean, as this recapitulation
progresses, if any Member who was not
here presents himself now in the
Chamber, will he be permitted to vote?

The SPEAKER. If he qualifies; that
is, he was in the hall listening and did
not hear his name called. Otherwise, he
could not.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I re-
new my request for an announcement of
the vote.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has al-
ready ordered a recapitulation. The
Clerk will call the names of those voting
in the affirmative.

The Clerk called the names of those
voting “yea.”

The SPEAKER. Are there any cor-
rections in the names of those voting in
the affirmative?

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire if my name was read in the affirm-
ative? I understood it to be, and if it
was, it is incorrect.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is re-
corded as voting in the negative, not
the affirmative.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, how
am I recorded?

The SPEAKER. It is not a question
of how the gentleman is recorded. It
is a question of whether the gentleman
was present, listening, and was recorded
wrongly.

. Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
did not hear my name and should be re-
corded “yea.”

The SPEAKER. All these things can
be taken care of after we complete the
recapitulation.

Are there any corrections to be made
in the names of those called as voting in
the affirmative? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

The Clerk will call the names of those
voting in the negative.

The Clerk called the names of the
Members voting in the negative.

The SPEAKER. Are there any cor-
rections in the names of those who voted
“nay”? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

On this vote the “yeas” are 274, the
“nays" are 138, 1 present. Two-thirds
having failed to vote in the affirmative,
the bill is not passed.

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The message and the
bill are referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of the
action of the House.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the bill be referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has re-
ferred it to the committee.

17753

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND RE-
MARKS

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members of
the House may have 5 legislative days in
which to extend their remarks in the
REcorD on this bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

THE PRESIDENT'S VETO OF THE
PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION
BILL

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. WAMPLER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, the
President’s veto of the public works ap-
propriation bill for fiscal 1960 is not only
patently unwise, it makes a mockery of
the administration’s shrill demands for
fiscal responsibility as being in the best
interests of the country. Surely a meas-
ure which provides, in large part, for
the planning and construction of such
highly desirable domestic contributions
to the state of this Nation’s natural re-
sources as flood control projects, im-
provements of our harbors and rivers
and resources reclamation should not be
the subject of whimsical Presidential
veto. Should it, as has been the case with
the public works money bill for 1960,
I cannot understand how reasonable men
can honestly term as being in the best
interests of the country an administra-
tion turndown of legislation designed to
aid, on a humanitarian basis, American
flood victims and to recapture losses in
our natural resources.

In my own State of Indiana, there has
been an almost unbelievable rate of
waste, loss of life, and devastation re-
sulting from incessant flooding of the
Wabash River. Floodwaters from the
creeks and rivers of fhe upper Wabash
River in the northern section of the
State pour down into the lower reaches
of the Wabash, in the Sixth District, not
once, but several times a year. Life and
property losses over the years have been
staggering. More than $64 million worth
of agricultural production and property
has been washed out of the potentially
productive Wabash Valley since 1913; in
February 1959, alone, more than $10
million in damage was caused by the
rampaging Wabash River.

I fail to see how any Member of this
body who has any concern for the wel-
fare of the people of our districts, States,
and this Nation, as I'am sure we all do,
can fail to vote to'override the Presi-
dent’s veto of this absolutely vital leg-
islation; particularly any Member of
Congress from the consistently flood-
stricken State of Indiana.

The President’s veto message makes
numerous - references to “unbudgeted
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projects,” “overspending,” the necessity
for sound fiscal policies, and states the
President’s belief that the “American
people look to the Government to see
that their tax money is spent only on
necessary projects and according to a
priority as to urgency that does not
weaken our financial structure nor add
to the tremendous debt burden that pos-
terity will have to pay.”

Mr. Speaker, the President’s stated
concern for the debt burden which will
have to be carried by posterity can only
be construed as meaningless verbiage
when one considers that the fiscal 1960
money bill for public works contains
only $30 million more than requested
by the Administration, an infinitesimal
quantity when compared with the over-
all multibillion dollar 1960 budget; and
when one considers the President’s de=
mands for hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to finance, in many instances, similar
public works construction in countries
other than the United States; and when
one considers that, to date, the Con-
gress has pared down the President's
I:lj!i(:‘ul) budget requests by almost $400 mil-

on.

I say, let us override this veto and al-
low some of the taxpayers’ money to
be spent for the good of the taxpayer.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 26, 1959, the President vetoed the
public works appropriation bill for the
fiscal year 1960 which contained funds
to carry on the civil functions adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army,
certain agencies of the Department of
the Interior, and the Tennessee Valley
Authority. As chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors of the
Committee on Public Works, I, of course,
am vitally interested in the flood con-
trol, navigation, and beach erosion proj-
ects, funds for which are in the appro-
priation bill because of the fact that
these projects were originally authorized
by the Committee on Public Works.

I believe that the veto of the entire
program is a grave error on the part
of the President and is a shining example
of his indifference to water resource
development.

It will be recalled that in 1956 and
again in 1958 he vetoed the omnibus
river and harbor and flood control bill,
title I of which was the work of the
subcommittee of which I am chairman,
and title IT of which is the work of the
Subcommittee on Flood Control of which
the distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee, the Honorable CLIFFORD DAVIs,
is chairman. I have had long and sad
experience therefore with the President’s
attitude toward water resource develop-
ment. This attitude even extends to
problems of water pollution, and on this
subject the President, in his budget mes-
sage, reduced the amount contemplated
by Congress for appropriation and ex-
pressed his desire to eliminate the Fed-
;:s& grant system entirely at a future

~Returning to the most recent veto, I
would like to invite attention to the
fact that the total appropriation of $1,206
million is only $50 million in excess of
the President’s budget. This addition
is the amount agreed to in conference
after the other body had added a total
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of approximately $80 million. I feel that
the House is to be commended for hav-
ing reached a compromise which is only
4 percent in excess of the budgeted fig-
ure. This is an amount which is well
within the margin of error in the cost
estimates themselves.

The President gives as his principal
reason for the veto the fact that the
ultimate cost of these projects will be
more than $800 million. He fails to
point out, however, that by the time
these unbudgeted projects reach their
peak of construction, many of those
now underway will be completed. The
impression is left that some future
budget will be increased by $800 million
which is, of course, ridiculous since this
amount would be spread over many
years.

I would also like to point out that
the President does not criticize the
merits of the 67 projects. In fact he
states that the unbudgeted projects in
the bill will, at the proper time, make
an important contribution to the eco-
nomic development of the areas in
which they are to be built and to the
Nation as a whole. The Appropriations
Committees gave long and careful con-
sideration to the testimony presented
and selected only those economically
justified, worthwhile projects which, in
its ' opinion, should go ahead at this
time. These projects are only a small
fraction of the backlog of projects in the
field of flood control, navigation, and
reclamation.

I urge every Member of this body,
whether he has a project in the bill or
not, to vote to override the veto for the
good of the country as a whole.

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, it
was most regrettable that the President
saw fit to veto the public works appro-
priation bill. It will be noted that he
did not question the merit of the 67
projects which had been added to the
ones which he had originally recom-
mended. On the contrary, he based his
veto essentially on the grounds that the
timing was bad.

Some opponents of reclamation, in
their news releases, have suggested that
there were phony or pork-barrel proj-
ects mixed into the public works bill,
and that it was therefore necessary to
first weed them out. I, personally, chal-
lenge the truth of this proposition. I
have placed myself in touch with the
officials of the Bureau of Reclamation
of the Department of the Interior, and
with the Army Corps of Engineers. I
have been assured by those who did the
planning on these projects that all 67
of them have a favorable cost-benefit
ratio, and that from an engineering and
economic point of view, they are meri-
torious.

Why, then, was the bill vetoed? The
reason given is that it was for budgetary
considerations. In other words, this is
the year for no new starts. Regardless
of the need, there shall be no new
starts. We cannot afford them.

. This shortsichted policy was first
conceived at a time when it was thought
that the 86th Congress might embark
on a wild and uncontrolled orgy of
extravagance. The actual record, how-
ever, shows how wrong this hypothesis
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turned out to be. Yet the misconceived
policy of no new starts still lingers on.
The evidence is strong that we shall end
this session with an impressive surplus.
No person interested in balancing the
budget can honestly say that the $30
million which the public works appro-
priation bill adds to our budget for fis-
cal 1960 will throw it out of balance.

The administration has therefore
shown an inflexibility and unwillingness
to adapt its program to ever-changing
realities.

When a private utility company
launches a plan to spend many hundreds
of millions of dollars of equity funds
and borrowed funds for capital expan-
sion to meet the needs of a growing com-
munity, we give it the accolade of praise
and public approval. We call it a bold
and imaginative step forward. We call
it good business, and a sound investment
in the future, because every dollar spent
will bring back rich and ample returns.

But when the United States of America
makes a capital investment in its future
in the form of dams and reservoirs, flood-
control projects, and irrigation works,
those who philosophically oppose such
measures cry out: We cannot afford
them.

Mr. Speaker, if we cannot afford an
investment in the sound and economical
utilization of our mnatural resources to
create more business and more wealth
and more productive capacity, to take
care of our exploding population which,
within the lifetime of many of you in
this room will reach 250 million and
more, then what under heaven can we
afford?

This money is not in the nature of a
gift. Itisaloan. If will be repaid, with
interest. It is secured, and that se-
curity consists in our mountains, our
rivers, our fertile prairies, and our
almost-unlimited productive capacity.
This security is as good as America is
good.

In 1915 the U.S. Government under-
took to construct in the State of Utah
what is known as the Strawberry Reser-
voir project. As was to be expected, it
was resisted by those fo whom its im-
mediate cost seemed more important
than its ultimate benefits.

Let us look at the record of this hum-
ble little project, which cost $3 15 million.

Forty-four years later we find that it
has paid back 80 percent of its initial cost,
with interest. In addition, it has made
possible the growing of $78'4 million
worth of crops, which represents 22 times
the value of the original investment.
Power, municipal water, and recreation
associated with the project bring in one-
half million dollars per year. Personal
incomes directly aftributable to this
project amount to $18 million per year.
Twelve thousand people live on land
made livable by this little project, and
Federal taxes paid into the Federal Gov-
ernment from income made possible by
this project amount to some $4% mil-
lion a year, which is more than a million
dollars a year in excess of its entire cost.
All of this, as a result of a mere $3%
million investment—and this is just the
beginning.

Mr. Speaker, the Strawberry Reser=-
voir, in 1915, was a new start. I am
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thankful that that did not deter wise
men from seeing its value fo the future
of this Nation.

In closing, I cannot resist the tempta=
tion, half in whimsey, but half in serious-
ness, to inquire whether President Eisen-
hower is prepared to ask Premier Ehru-
shehev wheher he, too, is willing to adopt
a no-new-starts policy in Russia, so that
our country will not be too embarrassed
by the difference in the speed at which
the two nations are increasing their pro-
ductivity. Obviously Russia will not
slacken its pace, regardless of how well
Khrushchev is treated by the State De-
partment, and every year's delay in our
own reclamation program will give us
that much more cause for regret.

I support the public works appropria-
tion bill of 1959 because it is an invest-
ment in the future and the prosperity of
America.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, relative to
the vote on the President’s veto of the
public works appropriation bill today, I
could not find it in my heart to vote to
sustain this veto, and I frankly admit
that it afforded me no pleasure.

The bill which the President vetoed
provides for less than one-sixtieth of the
total budget request for fiscal year 1960,
all for urgent flood control projects in al-
most every State of the Union, irrigation,
reclamation, hydroelectric projects and
related facilities, deepening of harbors,
and so forth.

It is noteworthy that the bill which the
President vetoed provided for funds less
than 1'% percent above the amount
which the President requested, and that
when the conference bill was before the
House on August 14, only one voice was
heard against the bill.

Furthermore, every penny in the bill
will be spent right here within the shores
of the United States of America.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, last
week, President Eisenhower vetoed the
$1.2 billion public works appropriation
bill. He gave, as his chief reason for the
veto, the fact that funds were included
in the bill for 67 new starts which would
ultimately cost $800 million.

Thus, it seems clear that the Presi-
dent’s objections are centered on the
long-range effect the bill would have,
financially speaking, rather than on its
immediate unbudgeted impact which
has been estimated at only $50 million.

I think it important for all of us to be
aware of the nature of the problems we
will face, as a Nation, as our population
explodes from 171 million today to 195
million in 1965, 248 million in 1980, and
a projected 370 million by the year 2010.
Foremost among those problems is cer-
tain to be that of providing an adequate
supply of water for both domestic and
industrial purposes.

Interrelated to the certain expanding
demand for water, will also be the need
for flood control, power, navigation,
outdoor recreational facilities, and other
such projects as are included in the
vetoed bill, Any failure in meeting those
demands and needs on schedule would
surely result in serious disruptions in our
economic growth,

We must not, however, in responding
to the urgency of this problem at the
Federal level, ignore the necessity for
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what the President, in his veto message,
has called the “orderly development of
America’s water resources within the
Nation’s fiscal ability.” The key phrase
is: “within the Nation’s fiscal ability.”

Now, of course, as our population grows
so will the receipts by the Federal
Treasury, and so will such other gener-
ally accepted yardsticks of national
capabilities as, for instance, the gross
national product. Obviously, we can
hope to do more in another decade than

‘we could in the next several years.

Who, then, is going to judge the size
of the effort America can make now in
this field—the President, or the Con-
gress? Some news sources are referring
to the vetoed bill as a “pork barrel” bill.
This is inaccurate. Traditionally, per-
haps, public works bills—authorizations
and appropriations—have been “pork
barrel” measures, in the sense that there
would be included therein projects
which were either economically unjusti-
fied or engineeringly unsound. I do not
understand that to be the case here.

Nevertheless, it can be assumed that,
as in any congressional measure of this
sort, political considerations, personal
influence, geographical “logrolling” and
the like, all played a part in the fashion-
ing of the vetoed omnibus bill. Partic-
ularly, this assumption would seem to
apply to the so-called new starts. I do
not say this critically, and I hope it can
be regarded as an objective statement
of what we should all be willing to
recognize as a legislative failing.

We in Congress are normally apt to
look at this sort of subject through
glasses that are tinted and somewhat
distorted, without our even realizing it,
by our awareness of the needs of our
particular districts. On the other hand,
the President who, with the Vice Presi-
dent, is the only Federal official elected
by all the people, can and must make
his determinations here on the basis of
what he sees through the national
glasses. President Eisenhower above all
others, since he is not eligible for re-
election, can safely be considered free
of all political bias in deciding, as he has
done, that the budget-approved projects
included in the vetoed bill—which total
an all-time high of $1.1 billion, which
is three-quarters again as much as the
Federal expenditure level along these
lines in 1955—is all that America can
work on now without going beyond her
fiscal ability. He warns, in addition,
that just to carry on the projects now
under way will ultimately cost $6 bil-
lion, and that to attempt now to com-
mence work on other projects may
weaken our financial structure and add
to the tremendous debt burden our chil-
dren already carry.

I recognize that the President may be
wrong. This is an economic decision.
Not even all economists are in agree-
ment as to our national future and capa-
bilities, but, rather than to add to the
$1,564 share of the national debt which
each of my two small sons now bear, in
this instance I cast my lot on the side
of the President.

I do so with full awareness of the fact
that, if the veto is sustained, I may be
helping to cause a delay in the funding
of the $1.7 million needed to complete
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the Endicott-Vestal, N.Y., floodwall proj=-
ect now going on in my district, and the
funding of the $40,000 floodwall plan-
ning work for Nichols, N.Y., also in my
district. But I believe the people of my
district will approve the acceptance of
such a risk in the national interest.

Finally, if the veto is sustained, as I
hope it will be, I am confident that the
Congress can and will immediately pass
another appropriation bill so that work
in progress on the budgeted items around
the country can proceed without jeop-
ardy. The Congress should not adjourn
until it has so acted.

It should also be pointed out that this
situation dramatizes to the fullest ex-
tent the need for a constitutional amend-
ment giving the President the power of
“item veto” as has been recommended
by Presidents of both political parties
since Ulysses S. Grant. Early this year
I introduced House Joint Resolution 282
which would have that effect, and I de-
plore the fact that the majority party
has not seen fit to permit consideration
of this measure.

Mr. BURDICEK. Mr. Speaker, it
seems incredible that just one vote put
a roadblock in front of water resource
development today.

The public works bill embraced pro-
grams to improve and increase domestic
and municipal water supply, provide for
pollution abatement, insure water for
industrial uses and provide for irriga-
tion and reclamation.

As a result of sustaining the veto of
that bill, new starts in areas where de-
velopment has been long overdue will
not be undertaken and some existing
projects may be endangered.

The citizens of North Dakota are
vitally interested in water development.
All segments of the State are united
solidly behind a plan to divert water
from the Missouri River, insure the
water supply for many of the towns and
cities in the area, and provide for irri-
gation in areas where rainfall is not
dependable. This plan is known as the
Garrison diversion unit—a brochure
of this proposed project has been mailed
to every Member of Congress.

While the people of my State support
the Garrison diversion unit, they
also are interested in water development
throughout the country. Many groups
in North Dakota have been formed to
advance and encourage water resource
development. These people cooperate
with groups in other States to discuss
their problems and share ideas in this
important field.

The North Dakota American Legion,
the North Dakota Bankers Association,
the North Dakota Farmers Union, the
North Dakota Farm Bureau, the North
Dakota Water Users Association, the
Garrison Diversion Conservancy Dis-
trict, and many others have faken a
genuine interest in water resource
development. ;

Prior to the vote on the public works
veto today, I received requests that I
vote to override the veto from public-
spirited citizens in all walks of life.
Telegrams were received from the fol-
lowing: L. C. Mueller, Oakes, N. Dak.,
president of the North Dakofa Water
Users Association; Oscar N. Berg, Minof,
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N. Dak., executive secretary of the
North Dakota Water Users Association;
H. W. Lyons, Jamestown, N. Dak., busi-
nessman; W. M. Harrington, Minot,
N. Dak., mayor; A. R, Weinhandl, Minot,
N. Dak,, banker; Henry J. Steinberger,
Donnybrook, N. Dak., farmer; and A. J.
Christopher, Pembina, N. Dak., director
of North Dakota Water Users Associa=
tion.

I was also advised by Mr. Herschel
Lashkowitz, mayor of the city of Fargo,
N. Dak., that the Fargo city commission
had adopted a resolution requesting the
Congress to override the veto.

Additional requests to override came
from the following Rural Electric Co-
operative Associations: Nodak Rural
Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Burke-
Divide Electric Cooperative; Williams
Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Mor Gran
Sou Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Shey-
enne Valley Electric Cooperative;
Mountrail Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Mr. Speaker, despite the stunning de-
feat administered today to water devel~
opment throughout the Nation, I be-
lieve the people of North Dakota stand
squarely behind these programs both
in their State and in other States.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I voted to override the President’s veto
of the public works appropriation bill for
1960—H.R. 7509—because I was truly
appalled at the flippancy with which
the President disposed of this major ap-
propriation bill. Because the Congress
in its judgment dared to differ by about
2% percent from the Bureau of the
Budget’s dictate on projects which help
the development of the Nation's water
resources, the President was persuaded
for the 144th time to disapprove a bill
passed by both Houses.

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed and
saddened that this House did not re-
affirm its passage of H.R. 7509 by overrid-
ing the President’s ill-advised veto and
asserting the power and the prestige of
the National Legislature as an equal and
coordinate branch of our Federal Gov-
ernment. I am alarmed that Congress
by its failure to stand up to the Execu-
tive is more and more relegating itself
into a subordinate position.

The President has flouted the judg-
ment of sound, conservative members of
the Public Works Appropriation Sub-
committees in the House and the Sen-
ate who, after mature consideration de-
cided that 67 additional projects to-
taling about $51.5 million are needed in
the Nation’s overall water resources pro-

To provide for these new works the
President’s budget requests were
trimmed over $20 million and an extra
$30 million was added. I agree with the
judgment of my able and distinguished
colleagues, our venerable CLARENCE CAN-
~noN, of Louis C. RABAUT, MicHAEL KIR-
waN, and BEN JENSEN, just to name a
few members of the House Subcommit-
tee on Public Works Appropriations that
as a dynamic, growing country we can-
‘not afford to stand dead still while our
water resources deteriorate or are dis-
sipated.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, T am worried
what the future of St. Paul and South
St. Paul, Minn., holds in view of the
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successful but ruthless and shortsighted
administration policy of no new con-
struction starts. This year money is
budgeted for the advance planning of a
badly needed flood control project of the
Mississippi River which runs through
St. Paul and South St. Paul. If flood
control improvements had been in exist-
ence 10 years ago, the affected area would
have been spared flood damage of
$2,788,000 in 1951 and $4,650,000 in
1952—the sum of which exceeds even the
present estimated cost of the project.
Some of the important commercial de-
velopments involved in this 5,400-acre
area include steel fabrication, paint,
fertilizer, meat processing, and box
manufacturing plants; petroleum, coal,
and grain storage facilities; river ter-
minals, steam generating plants; railroad
repair shops; stockyards; and an airfield.
In addition there are sewage treatment
plants for the Twin City area, main lines
of nine major railway systems and a
complex of Federal and State highways.

But important as this area has been to
the commercial and industrial life of the
Gateway to the Northwest, its greatest
development awaits the flood control im-
provements which will make it possible
to begin a vast and exciting urban re-
newal program to stimulate the economic
growth of our district. I, for one, there-
fore resent any implication that such a
project is useless, or “pork barrel.”

Before the planning stage is completed,
the people affected by the St. Paul-South
St. Paul flood control project will expect
the administration to abandon alto-
gether the policy of economic mummifi-
cation that has too long dangerously
hampered the development of the Na-
tion’s resources, human and natural,
when we alone stand as a bulwark for the
free world. 5

Mr. HARGIS. Mr. Speaker, the only
proposed new start on a water resources
project in southeast Kansas—a $400,000
allocation for Elk City Dam on the Elk
River—got the ax when the public works
appropriations bill went to conference.
So it cannot be said that I had any ax
of my own to grind when I cast what
turned out to be a futile vote yesterday
in favor of overriding the President’s
shortsighted, dictatorial, and totally un-

Jjustified veto of this bill.

I am unable to muster much sorrow
for the few backsliding Democrats who
failed to rally to this noblest of causes.
But my heart goes out, in deep and sin-
cere sympathy, to the poor Republican
Members who fought long and hard to
get badly needed water projects in their
own districts into this year's bill—and
then were compelled, by party pressure
and the implacable Eisenhower will, to
smash their own handiwork and betray
the people they represent.

If this can be construed as another
victory for the administration, it is a hol-
low victory indeed—and a victory won
at the expense of legitimate progress in
a vital area of the national welfare.

I have always believed that Congress-
men who came from areas of water
shortage or flooding were the best judges
of the needs of that area, and when any
such Congressman proved his case to
the Public Works Committee, and who
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had the Engineers’ survey accepting his
request and showing its need, and the
Public Works Committee then refers the
project as essential to the Appropria-
tions Committee, and the Appropria-
tions Committee then approves such ap-
propriations; this I had always thought
was good evidence that our country's
needs were proven. Buf it seems that
one who has probably never seen the
area, and knows nothing of the hard-
ship and needs of the people, must be
the final judge. The President stopped
this progress merely because he says
eventual total cost of 67 projects would
have been $800 million over an indeter-
minate period of years, and yet in the
next breath he will ask many times this
sum for other countries, each year.

It was also my personal conviction
that assuring a continuing program of
improved domestic water resources was
far more important than pouring un-
limited funds into our lavish, wasteful,
hopelessly mismanaged foreign aid pro-
gram. This idea of mine remains un-
changed, and is shared by a good many
of my constituents. I eagerly await the
day when it takes hold on so widespread
a scale that something will have to be
done about it—and I do not believe that
day is far off,

Meanwhile, we are faced, presumably,
with the necessity of accepting a veto-
proof, progress-proof, and extensively
watered-down water resources program
for fiscal 1960. :

There are a great many people in this
country who have endured, as have my
fellow citizens in southeast Kansas,
water shortages that can only be met
by Federal reservoir construction, and
sudden water surpluses in the form of
devestating floods that can only be
stopped by federally constructed reser-
voirs—either too much or too little, but
never any equitable balance.

These people are fed to the teeth with
delays. The Republican-controlled press
is finding it increasingly difficult to sell
them on the idea that Ike and the
Budget Bureau can do no wrong—and
that an idle, undeveloped damsite—
authorized for construction that may
even get started within their lifetime,
if they live to ripe old ages—is a dam-
site better than no damsite at all. But
the papers keep plugging away, and I
am sure their tone and attitude will
undergo no radical change. Fortunately,
their readers are bright enough to see
through the thick fog of propaganda—
and fed up enough to do something about
it, comes next November.

Anyway, the chambers of commerce
who flood congressional offices with pleas
that the administration’s big economy
drive be supported at all costs, are now
getting their wish. These are the same
organizations, of course, who annually
send delegations to Washington to plead
for an immediate start on water proj-
ects affecting the future of their area.
I am anxious to see how they reconcile
one plea with the other, on the basis of
this latest veto..

I can only hope that in the event the
other Kansas new starts, on Council
Grove and Wilson Reservoirs, get by-
passed this year—which seems highly
likely at the moment—I will not receive
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the usual batch of indignant letters, tele-
grams, and telephone calls asking,
“Where were you when all this was go-
ing on?”

My answer will be that I was right
there on the House floor, doing my best
to see that this country gets the water
projects it so desperately needs—budg-
eted or not.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file a report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection,

DISTRICT DAY

The SPEAEKER. This is District Day.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. McMiLLaN].

INDECENT PUBLICATIONS AND
GAMBLING IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (H.R. 6123) to amend the law
relating to indecent publications and
gambling in the District of Columbia,
and ask unanimous consent that the bill
be considered in the House as in the
Committee of the Whole.

- The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 872 of the Act entitled “An Act to es-
tablish a code of law for the District of
Columbia"” approved March 3, 1901 (D.C.
Code, sec. 22-2001), is amended (1) by in-
serting “(a)” immediately before “Whoever”,
and (2) by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

“(b) Whoever, in the District of Columbia,
shall engage in the business of editing, pub-
lishing or disseminating any newspaper,
pamphlet, magazine, or any printed paper
devoted mainly to the publication of scan-
dals, whoring, lechery, assignations, in-
trigues between men and women, and im-
moral conduct of persons, or shall knowing-
ly have in his possession for sale or shall
keep for sale or distribute or in any way
asslst in the sale, or shall give -away such
newspaper, pamphlet, magazine, or printed
matter, or whoever shall engage in the show-
ing and exhibition of lewd and lascivious
motion pictures, or of lewd and lascivious
plctures, or of indecent objects or pictures,
or indecent, lewd, or lascivious recordings
of any type, shall be fined not more than
$500, or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both.

“(e) All moneys, vehicles, furnishings,
fixtures, equipment, stock (including with-
out Ilimitation, furniture and  fixtures,
adaptable to other uses, and equipment and
stock for printing, filming, exhibiting, re-
cording, transporting, safekeeping or come
munication) or other things of value used or
to be used in violating  subsection (a) or
(b) hereof shall be subject to seizure by any
officer or member of the Metropolitan Police
force or the United States Park Poliee, or
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the United States marshal, or any deputy
marshal for the District of Columbia and
shall, upon seizure, be proceeded against by
libel action brought in the municipal court
for the District of Columbia in the name of
the District of Columbia by the Corporation
Counsel or any of his assistants and shall,
unless good cause be shown to the contrary,
be forfeited to the District of Columbia and
shall be made avallable for the use of any
agency of the Government of the District of
Columbia or otherwise disposed of as the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
may, by order or regulation, provide, except
that all such property of a lewd, obscene,
lascivious or indecent nature shall, upon or-
der of the court, be destroyed, and any lien
thereon shall be deemed not to be a bona
fide lien: Provided, That if there be bona
fide liens against any other property so for-
feited then such property shall be disposed
of by public auction. Bona fide liens
against the property so forfeited shall, on
good cause shown by the lienor, be trans-
ferred from the property to the proceeds of
the sale of the property. The proceeds of
the sale of such property shall be available
for the payment of such liens and for all ex-
penses incident to such sale, and the re-
mainder of the proceeds shall be deposited
in the Treasury of the United States to the
credit of the District of Columbia.

“(d) Any house, building, vessel, garage,
shed, booth, shelter, enclosure, room, lot,
or other premises to which the publi¢c com-
monly resort or congregate for business or
pleasure, where publications, pictures, films,
recordings, and other and devices for-
bidden by this section are kept, possessed,
sold, exhibited, manufactured, bartered, or
given away, or to which persons resort for
the purpose of observing same, is hereby
declared to be a common nuisance and may
be enjoined as hereinafter provided. Any
person who knowingly maintains or assists
in maintaining such a place is guilty of
maintaining a nulsance.

“(e) Evidence that any of sald prohibited
acts are frequently committed in any of
such places shall be prima facie proof that
the propriletor or person having custody or
control knowingly permitted the same, and
evidence that persons have been convicted
of committing any sald act in any of such
places 'is admissible to show knowledge on
the part of the defendants that this sec-
tion is being violated in the house or prems-
ises. The original papers and judgments,
or certified copies thereof in such cases of
conviction may be used in evidence in the
sult for injunction, and oral evidence is
admissible to show that the offense for
which sald parties were convicted was com-
mitted in said house or premises. Evidence
of general reputation of sald houses or
premises shall also be admissible to prove
the existence of said nuisance.

“(f) An action to enjoin any nuisance
defined in this section may be brought in
the name of the District of Columbia by
the Corporation Counsel of the District of
Columbia or any of his assistants in the
muniecipal court for the District of Colum-
bia against any person conducting or main-
taining such nuisance or knowingly permit-
ting such nulsance to be conducted or
maintained. The rules of the municipal
court for the District of Columbia relating
to the granting of an injunction or restrain-
ing order shall be applicable with respect
to actions brought under this subsection, ex-
cept that the District as complaining party
sghall not be required to furnish bond or
security. It shall not be necessary for the
court to find the building, ground, prem-
ises, or place was being unlawfully used as
aforesaid at the time of the hearing, but
on finding that the material allegations of
the complaint are true, the court shall en-
ter an order restraining the defendant from
keeping, possessing, selling, exhibiting, man-
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ufacturing, bartering, or giving away publi-
cations, pictures, films, recordings, or other
things and devices forbidden by this sec-
tion., When an injunction, either temporary
or permanent, has been granted, it shall be
binding on the defendant throughout the
District of Columbia. Upon final judgment
of the court order ordering such nuisance
to be abated, the court may order that the
defendant, or anyone claiming under him,
shall not occupy or use, for a period of one
year thereafter, the building, ground, prem-
ises, or place upon which the nuisance exist-
ed, but the court may, in its discretion,
permit the defendant to occupy or use the
sald bullding, ground, premises, or place,
if the defendant shall give bond with suf-
ficient security to be approved by the court,
in the penal and liquidated sum of not less
than $1,000 nor more than $5,000, payable
to the District of Columbia, and conditioned
that the acts prohibited by this section shall
not be done or permitted to be done in or
upon the buildings, grounds, premises, or
place. On violation of such bond the whole
sum may be recovered as a penalty in the
name of and for the District of Columbia
and shall be deposited in the Treasury of
the United States to the credit of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

“(g) In the case of the violatlon of any
injunction, temporary or permanent, rend-
ered pursuant to the provisions of this sec-
tion, proceedings for punishment for con-
tempt may be commenced by the Corpora-
tion Counsel, or any of his assistants, by
filing with the court in the same case in
which the injunction was issued a petition
under oath setting out the alleged offense
constituting the violation and serving a copy
of said petition upon the defendant re-
quiring him to appear and answer the same
within ten days from the service thereof.
The trial shall be promptly held and may
be upon affidavits or either party may de-
mand the production and oral examination
of the witnesses. Any person found guilty
of contempt under the provisions of this
section shall be punished by a fine of not
more than 1,000, or by imprisonment for
not more than twelve months, or by both
such fine and imprisonment.”

Sec. 2. Bubsection (¢) of section 866 of
the Act entitled “An Act to establish a Code
of Law for the Distriet of Columbia”, ap-
proved March 3, 1901, as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 22-1505, 1951 edition), is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(e) All moneys, vehicles, furnishings, fix~
tures, equipment, stock (including, with-
out limitation, furnishings and fixtures
adaptable to nongambling uses, and equip-
ment and stock for printing, recording, com-
puting, transporting, safekeeping, or com-
munication), or other things of value used
or to be used—

*(1) in carrying on or conducting any lot-
tery, or the game or device commonly known
as a policy lottery or policy, contrary to the
provisions of sectlon 863 of this Act;

“(2) in setting up or keeping any gaming
table, bank, or device contrary to the pro-
visions of section 865 of this Act; or

“{3) in maintaining any gambling prem-
ises,

shall be subject to selzure by any
member of the Metropolitan Police force,
or the United States Park Police, or the
United States marshal, or any deputy mar=-
shal, for the District of Columbia, and any
property seized shall be proceeded against
in the Municipal Court for the District of
Columbia by libel action brought in the
name of the District of Columbia by the
Corporation Counsel or any of his assist-
ants, and shall, unless good cause be shown
to the contrary, be forfeited to the District
of Columbia and shall be made avallable
for the use of any agency of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, or other-
wise disposed of as the Commissioners of
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the District of Columbia may, by order or
by regulation provide: Provided, That if
there be bona fide liens against the prop-
erty so forfeited, then such property shall
be disposed of by public auction. Bona
fide liens against property so forfeited shall,
on good cause shown by the lienor, be trans-
ferred from the property to the proceeds of
the sale of the property. Forfeit moneys and
other proceeds realized from the enforce-
ment of this sectlon shall be deposited in
the Treasury of the United States to the
¢redit of the District of Columbia.”

Sec. 3. This Act shall not be considered
as affecting the authority vested in the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia by Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 5 of 1952 (66 Stat. 824), and the per-
formance of any function vested by said
plan in the Board of Commissioners or in
any office or agency under the jurisdiction
and control of sald Board of Commissioners
shall continue to be subject to delegation by
said Board of Commissioners in accordance
with section 3 of such plan. Any function
vested by this Act in any agency established
pursuant to such plan shall be deemed to be
vested in said Board of Commissioners and
shall be subject to delegation in accordance
with said plan.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
On page 2, line 1, strike the word “in-

triques” and insert in lieu thereof “in-
trigues”.

The committee amendment was agreed

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of the first section of this bill
is to authorize the forfeiture of property
which is used or which is to be used in
connection with a violation of law relat-
ing to indecent publications (31 Stat.
1332; sec. 22-2201, D.C. Code, 1951 ed.).
This section also provides that any
“house, building, vessel, garage,
shed, or other premises to which the
public commonly resort or congre-
gate for business or pleasure” which is
used for the purposes of violating the
law relating to indecent publications is
declared to be a common nuisance and
its use may be enjoined. In the case of
a violation of any such injunction, pro-
ceedings for punishment for contempt
may be commenced by the Corporation
Counsel by filing a petition with the
court in the same case in which the in=-
junction was issued. Any person found
guilty shall be punished by a fine of not
more than $1,000, or by imprisonment for
not more than 12 months, or both.

Section 2 authorizes the Corporation
Counsel or any of his assistants to bring
libel action against property seized un-
der the gambling laws of the District of
Columbia—section 866 of the act en-
titled “An act to establish a code of law
for the District of Columbia,” approved
March 2, 1901, as amended; section 22—
1505, District of Columbia Code, 1951
edition. This amendment is necessi-
tated by the fact that there are two libel
cases now pending in the U.S. district
court in which the Corporation Counsel
sought to proceed in the name of the
Distriet of Columbia against certain
property seized under the Gambling Act.
The court ruled that the statute as now
written does not permit the Corporation
Counsel to file such a suit, even though
under existing law the property is re-
quired to be forfeited to the District of
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Columbia. These two cases have been
held by the court “pending further ap-
propriate action.”

Section 3 of this hill assures that the
intent of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of
1952 will be made applicable to the pro-
posed amendment of existing law.

The U.S. attorney for the District of
Columbia concurs in the suggested
amendments.

This legislation also has the approval
of the Board of Commissioners of the
District of Columbia.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDHOOD
EDUCATION INTERNATIONAL IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (S. 685) to exempt from all
taxation certain property of the Asso-
ciation for Childhood Education Inter-
national in the District of Columbia, and
ask unanimous consent that the bill be
considered in the House as in the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, this bill was on the
Private Calendar yesterday and by mu-
tual agreement between the gentleman
from South Carolina and myself, I asked
that it be passed over and be brought up
today. I reserve the right to object
merely to propound a question of the
gentleman from South Caroline in ref-
erence to this organization, the Associa-
tion for Childhood Education Interna-
tional in the District of Columbia. Is
that a long-established organization here
in the Distriet of Columbia, or is it one
that has sort of come in relatively lately?

Mr. McMILLAN. It has been here
over 70 years.- '

Mr. AVERY. The gentleman feels it
rightfully falls into this category of tax-
exempt institutions?

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes. The facts have
been investigated thoroughly for some
years, and it has been found that it
really deserves to be exempted. -

Mr. AVERY. I thank the gentleman
from South Carolina for this information
on the bill. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
real property situated in square 1908 in the
city of Washington, District of Columbia,
described as lots 11, 801, 806, and 807, owned
by the Assoclation for Childhood Education
International, a District of Columbia corpo-
ration, and all personal property located
thereon, is hereby exempt from all taxa-
tion so long as the same is owned, occupied,
and used by the Assoclation for Childhood
Education International for its educational
and other corporate purposes and is not
used for commercial or income producing
purposes, subject to the provisions of sec-
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tions 2, 8, and 5 of the Act entitled “An Act
to define the real property exempt from taxa-
tion in the District of Columbia,” approved
December 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 1089; D.C. Code,
secs. 47-801b, 47-801c, and 47-801d).

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this bill is to exempt from
taxation lots 11, 801, 806, and 807, situ-
ated in square 1908 in the city of Wash-
ington, D.C., owned by the Association
for Childhood Education International, a
Distriet of Columbia corporation, and all
personal property located thereon, so
long as the same is owned, occupied, and
used by the aforementioned association
for its educational and other corporate
purposes and is not used for commercial
or income-producing purposes, subject
to the provisions of sections 2, 3, and 5
of the act entitled “An act to define the
real property exempt from taxation in
the District of Columbia,” approved De-
cember 24, 1942 (56 Stat, 1089; D.C. Code,
secs. 47-801b, 47-801c, and 47-801e).

The purposes and objectives of the as-
sociation, as set forth in its certificate of
incorporation, are as follows: To work
for the education and well-being of chil-
dren; to promote desirable conditions,
programs, and practices in the schools—
nursery through elementary; to raise the
standards of preparation and to encour-
age continued professional growth of
teachers and leaders in this field; to
bring into active cooperation all groups
concerned with children in the school,
the home, and the community; to inform
the public of the needs of children and
how the school program must be ad-
justed to fit these needs; to achieve this
purpose, Association for Childhood Edu-~
cation International shall be guided by a
dynamic philosophy of education which
is flexible and responsive to human needs
in a changing society.

The association is a District of Co-
lumbia charitable nonprofit educational
corporation and is supported by dues
from its members and income from the
sale of its publications. The present as-
sessed value of the land and improve-
ments thereon is $24,262, and at the cur=
rent tax rate of $2.30 per hundred, the
tax loss to the District of Columbia would
be $558.02 annually.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed; and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

ACTIONS IN THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA ON BEHALF OF MINORS

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (S. 2035) authorizing persons
maintdining or defending actions in the
District of Columbia on behalf of a minor
to give releases of liability, and requir-
ing persons receiving money or property
in settlement of such actions or in satis-
faction of a judgment in any such action
to be appointed as guardian of the
estate of such minor, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
in the House as in Commitiee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Act entitled “An Act to establish a Code of
Law for the District of Columbia”, approved
March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1189, ch. 854), as
amended, is amended by inserting immedi-
ately after section 153 the following new
section:

“Sec. 153A. (1) Any person entitled to
maintain or defend an action in behalf of
a minor child, including actions relating to
real estate, shall be competent to settle or
compromise any action so brought and, upon
settlement or compromise thereof or upon
satisfaction of any judgment obtained there-
in, shall be competent to give a full acquit-
tance and release of all llability in connec-
tion with such action, but no such settle-
ment or compromise shall be valid unless the
same shall be approved by a judge of the
court in which such action is pending.

*(2) Before any person shall receive any
money or other property on behalf of a
minor in settlement or compromise of any
action brought on behalf of or against such
minor or in satisfaction of any judgment in
any such action, where (after deduction of
fees, costs and all other expenses incident to
the matter) the net value of said money and
property due the minor exceeds $3,000, such
person shall be duly appointed by a court of
competent jurisdiction as guardian of the
estate of such minor to receive such money
or property, and shall have qualified as
such.”

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this bill is to authorize per-
sons maintaining or defending actions in
the District of Columbia on behalf of a

minor to give releases of liability, and fo

require persons receiving money or
property in settlement of such actions
or in satisfaction of a judgment in any
such action to be appointed as guardian
of the estate of such minor.

It was brought to the attention of the
committee at a hearing that minors are
frequently involved in lawsuits with re-
spect to which compromises or settle-
ments are effected. However, there is no
provision of law which requires court ap-
proval of any such compromise or settle-
ment as a means of insuring that it is in
the best interests of the minor. Neither
is there any provision of law which au-
thorizes persons representing minors in
the settlement or compromise of a law-
suit to give a complete release to the
other party litigant in such action, when
there is final disposition of the case.

Paragraph No. (1) of the proposed
section 153A to be inserted in the act
of March 3, 1901, as amended—31 Stat.
1189—authorizes persons representing
minors in the maintenance or defense of
actions to settle or compromise any such
action and to give a complete release in
connection therewith. The subsection
further provides that no such settlement
or compromise shall be valid unless ap-
proved by a judge of the court in which
such action is pending.

It is also possible under existing law
that when a minor involved in a lawsuit
is to receive money or property in settle-
ment or compromise thereof, the money
or other property is received for him by
persons not accountable to the court for
the safekeeping of the same. There is no
provision of law which requires a court-
appointed guardian to receive and ac-
count for such money or other property.
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The appointment of a guardian is per-
missive with the court. The committee
was informed that it sometimes happens
that money or other property paid to a
person on behalf of a minor has been
dissipated, rather than used for the bene-
fit of the minor.

Paragraph No. (2) of the proposed
section 153A, would require the appoint-
ment and qualification of a guardian to
receive any or all money or other prop-
erty paid a minor in settlement or com-
promise of any action brought on behalf
of or against such minor or in satisfac-
tion of any judgment in any such action,
where the net value of such money or
other property is in excess of $3,000.
This language will correct a situation
which might be to the possible detriment
of a minor.

This bill has the approval of the Bar
Association of the District of Columbia,
the Board of Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and the Register of
Wills of the U.S. District Court, whose
office has general supervision over the
estates of fiduciaries including guard-
ians.

The enactment of this bill would not
involve any expense to the Government
of the District of Columbia.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

ADJUDICATION OF PROPERTY
RIGHTS IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. McMILLAN. ' Mr. Speaker, I call

- up the bill (S. 1372) to extend the juris-

diction of the Domestic Relations
Branch in the Municipal Court for the
District of Columbia to cover the adjudi-
cation of property rights in certain ac-
tions arising in the District of Columbia,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 105 of the Act entitled "An Act to
establish a Domestic Relations Branch in
the Municipal Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes”, approved
April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 111), is amended by
inserting immediately after “actions for an-
nulments of marriage;” the following: “de-
terminations and adjudications of property
rights, both real and personal, in any action
hereinabove referred to in this section, irre-
spective of any  jurisdictional limitation
imposed on the Municipal Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia;”,

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this bill is to clarify and de-
fine the authority of the domestic rela-
tions branch in the municipal court to
adjudicate the interests of husband and
wife in personal and real property in the
District of Columbia, in all actions com-
ing before the domestic relations branch,
other than proceedings in adoption.
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The jurisdiction of this branch is set
forth in section 105 of the act entitled
“An act to establish a domestic relations
branch in the municipal court for the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved April 11, 1956, as fol-
lows:

Jurisdiction of domestic relations branch:
The domestic relations branch and each
Judge sitting therein shall have exclusive
Jurisdiction over all actions for divorce from
the bond of marriage and legal separation
from bed and board, including proceedings
incidental to such actions for alimony, pen-
dente lite and permanent, and for support
and custody of minor children; applications
for revocation of divorce from bed and
board; civil actions to enforce support of
minor children; civil actions to enforce sup-
port of wife; actions seeking custody of
minor children; actions to declare marriages
vold; actions to declare marriages valid; ac-
tions for annulments of marriage; and pro=
ceedings in adoption.

Since some members of the court have
expressed concern as to whether the do-
mestic relations branch in the munici-
pal court has jurisdiction in these mat-
ters relating to the adjudication of prop-
erty rights, your committee feels that it
is desirable to resolve this doubt by spe-
cifically conferring jurisdiction upon the
court.

This legislation has the approval of
the Board of Commissioners, District of
Columbia.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

AMENDING THE MINERAL LEASING
ACT

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(S. 2181) to amend the Mineral Leasing
Act of February 25, 1920, as amended.

The clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
27 of the Mineral Leasing Act of February
25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437, 448), as amended (30
U.8.C., sec. 184), is further amended by the
insertion, immediately after the sixteenth
sentence, of the following: “The right of
cancellation or forfeiture for violation of
the provisions of this Act shall not apply so
as to affect adversely the title or interest
of a bona fide purchaser in any lease, option
for a lease, or interest in a lease acquired in
conformity with the acreage limitations of
this Act from any other person, assoclation
or corporation whose holdings, or the hold-
ings of a predecessor in title, including the
original lessee of the United States, may
have been canceled or forfeited, or may be
subject to cancellation or forfeiture for any
such violation. Any person, association or
corporation who is a party to any proceed-
ings with respect to a violation of any pro-
vision of this Act, shall have the right to be
dismissed as such a party upon showing that
the person, assoclation or corporation ae-
gquired the interest involving him as such a
bona flde purchaser without violating any
provisions of this Act. If during any such
proceedings with respect to a violation of any
provisions of this Act, a party to those pro-
ceedings files with the Secretary of the In-
terior a waiver of his rights under the lease
to drill or to assign his interests thereunder
or if such rights are suspended by order of
the Secretary pending a decision in such
proceedings, he shall, if he is found in such
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proceedings mot In violation of such pro=
visions, have the right to have his interest
extended for a period of time equal to the
period between the filing of the waiver or
the order of suspension by the Secretary and
the final decision, without the payment of
rental.”’

Sec. 2. The right granted by the second
‘sentence of the amendment contained
within section 1 of this Act shall apply with
respect to any proceeding initiated elther
prior to or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. SAYLOR.
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no. objection.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, S. 2181 is a noncontro-
versial bill, involving no additional cost
to the Government. In fact, some sav-
ings should resulf.

The measure is urgently needed for
the relief of a substantial number of
bona fide purchasers of interests in Fed-
eral oil and gas leases involved in pend-
ing administrative proceedings.

The measure accomplishes this pur-
pose by adding three provisions to the
Mineral Leasing Act.

The first provision is that the right of
the Department of the Interior to can-
cel leases, interests in leases, and options
on account of a violation of any provi-
sion of the act shall not be exercised in
such a way as to affect adversely the
interest of any bona fide purchaser who
is not himself in violation of the act.

The second provision is that bona fide
purchasers shall have a right to be dis-
missed from pending or future proceed-
ings which are based only upon a viola-
tion by a predecessor in interest.

The third provision is that leases of
innocent parties shall be extended where
drilling or lease assignment rights of the
party are or have been administratively
suspended by the Secretary of the In-
terior before a decision is reached in a
pending or future proceeding, or where
such rights are voluntarily waived by
the party during the proceeding. The
length of the extended period would cor-
respond with the period that elapsed
while drilling or assignment rights were
suspended during the proceeding.

The need for this legislation arose out
of three contest actions initiated this
year by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. These actions, if decided favor-
ably to the Government, would cancel a
total of 491 oil and gas leases embracing
more than 284,000 acres in Wyoming and
Montana. Some 254 individuals or firms
are involved.

Orders have already been issued under
the authority of the Secretary of the In-
terior administratively suspending drill-
ing and assignment rights under the
leases involved in the three pending con-
tests. Under the bill, rental payments
will be required on these leases during
the pendency of the contests. If the
contestees holding the leases are inno-
cent, their leases would be eligible for the
extended period as provided in the bill,
and during the extended period no rental

I demand a second,
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payments would be required. Royalty
lt:il:llligatlons, of course, would accrue at all
es.

‘The contests have caused uncertainty
on the part of the oil and gas industry.
Counsel for major companies and inde-
pendent operators have testified that
there is hesitancy to make the neces-
sary investments for development be-
cause of the danger that in the chain of
title of a lease one of its prior holders
may have been in violation of the act
and that the lease might be subject to
cancellation for this reason.

Development activity has been cur-
tailed. 'Revenues to the States and to
the reclamation fund are threatened
with harm if the situation continues.

Mr. Speaker, S. 2181, as reported, con-
sists of a Department of the Interior
draft with clarifying amendments. The
measure will reactivate development of
the oil and gas resources of the public
lands and will protect the equities of
innocent operators and investors.

Mr. Speaker, the committee amend-
ments to S. 2181 are clarifying in na-
ture. It should be clearly understood
that the amendments do not change the
purpose or effect of the bill as it passed
the other body.

The commiftee amendment on page 2,
lines 2 and 3, makes it clear that the
term “predecessor in title” includes the
original lessee.

The amendments on page 2, lines 4-5,
14-15, and 21 merely strikes out unneces-
sary language.

The amendments on page 2, lines
8-9, and on page 3, separate a transitory
provision from provisions having perma-
nent effect. These particular amend-
ments are not intended to have and do
not have effect on the substance of the
bill, and it is especially to be understood
that the sentence on page 2, lines 12-25,
will apply to the contest proceedings now
pending in the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

Mr, Speaker, the committee amend-
ments which have been suggested by the
committee handling the bill are clarify-
ing amendments.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ASPINALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand that
the objections of the Department to this
bill have been met by way of amend-
ment?

Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman is
correct. This is only a small part of the
original bill. This is to take care of this
one matter that needs to be taken care
of at the present time and we will come
back with other legislation.

Mr. GROSS. But the objections as set
out in the report have been substantially
met?

Mr. ASPINALL. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Wpyoming [Mr. THoMsoN].

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr,
Speaker, the legislation under consid-
eration is the minimum required to meet
an emergency situation which threatens
to retard, or even stop, the production of
oil and gas on the public lands, to the
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grea.t detriment of the Nation, the States
and local communities, and particularly
to those thousands of people who de-
pend upon this activity for their jobs
and livelihood.

I sincerely thank all of those who have
recognized this situation and have made
possible the consideration of this legis-
lation under suspension of the rules.
For another reason, consideration under
suspension of the rules is the appropri-
ate method to follow, I am convinced
that if every Member understands this
legislation, it will meet with unanimous
approval.

Congress can take justifiable pride in
the way that the Mineral Leasing Act
of February 25, 1920, has operated to ac=
complish its purpose. The sfated pur-
pose of the act is “an aet to promote
the development of coal, phosphate, oil,
oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public
domain.” Under the act, this has been
accomplished to a remarkable extent, to
the benefit of the Nation’s economy and
security. It has produced millions of
dollars in Federal and State revenues.
In a much simplified form, the way the
act operates as far as oil and gas is con-
cerned is this:

A person interested in the testing and
development of certain public lands,
which are not within a known producing
area, files an application for a lease in
the office of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement within the district in which the
lands are located, at the same time
tendering the payment of the required
rentals. The application is examined,
and if the Bureau of Land Management
determines that the person is qualified,
a lease is issued, signed by the proper
officer for the Government and by the
lessee. The lease may be assigned from
time to time. Each assignment must be
approved by the Government.

There is a limitation provided in the
law as to the number of acres which any
one person, association or corporation
may have under lease in any one State.
This is 46,080 acres. An additional
200,000 acres may be held by option in
the State. In his application, the ap-
plicant must state that he is within the
limitations, and in approving it, it must
appear to the Secretary of the Interior
that he is in compliance. It is with re-
spect to this feature that the problem
arises.

Let me say here and now, and once and
for all, that the parties who are in viola-
tion would be wrongdoers, and no one has
suggested that they should be given any
consideration, and there is nothing in
this legislation which would in any way
operate in favor of the violator or wrong-
doer. However, the Department of the
Interior has recently, in three proceed-
ings, two of which were initiated in Wy-
oming and one in Montana, undertaken
by administrative action to eancel oil
and gas leases, without regard for the
fact that these leases have been assigned
to an innocent purchaser for value or a
bona fide purchaser, who has never been
in violation of the acreage limitations or
a party to a violation in any manner,
and is in all other respects qualified to
hold the lease. This is done on the
theory that someone in the chain of title
held more acreage than that allowed by
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law. I understand that other such ac=
tions are being considered.

I am sure that you can readily see
how unfair the results of this action
would be, and the effect of it on the busi-
ness activity. Unless this legislation is
enacted, the language of the Act and the
actions of the Department under the
Act may operate in direct opposition to
the stated purpose, until it becomes an
Act to stop the production of oil and gas
on the public domain.

To accomplish the consistently ex-
pressed objective of Congress of provid-
ing for development of this natural re-
source reguires the expenditures of sub-
stantial sums of money for exploration,
drilling and development. No one can be
expected to expend these funds unless
they are protected from confiscation
through no fault or wrongdoing of their
own,

You would not think of building your
house on a lot that might eventually,
through no fault of your own, revert
back to the Government. As a practical
matter, just as when you are ready to
build on your lot or when you acquire the
lot, you seek a title opinion of a lawyer,
before a lease is acquired or developed,
a title opinion is required. . With the
position taken by the Department, there
is no way of determining whether or not
the title is good, so as to justify the
expenditure of funds for purchase or
development,

Frank M. Gallivan, an attorney at law
in Cheyenne, Wyo., whose practice has
been confined almost solely to oil and gas
title problems, and principally as con-
cerns Federal oil and gas leases, and who
is a recognized authority in this field,
testified before the House Interior Com-
mittee as follows:

In most instances, the partles named as
defendants in the alleged frauds were either
predecessors in title, who had been original
lessees, and had in years past retained an
overriding royalty, or they were subsequent
innocent purchasers for value.

At the time of most of the purchases,
there was no recorded evidence that the prin-
cipal contestees involved in the contests had
or claimed an interest in the leases, nor did
any other available Government records re-
veal that any of the parties involved in the
leasehold titles might have been in violation
of the law.

The devastating effect of the filing of
these cases does not come about from the
lands involved in the cases themselves.
It is the effect that the theory advanced
has had upon other transactions which
are essential to continued oil and gas
activity on the public domain. As a re-
sult of the filing of these actions, in
some cases of which I am advised, trans-
fer of leases and actual development
programs have already been stopped be-
cause the examining attorney has indi-
cated that he would have to make an
exception to the title and state that in
his opinion, it was a good title only if in
fact each and every person, association
or corporation in the chain of title was
within the acreage limitation.

There is no way of determining this.
It has become almost universal practice
among lawyers to make such exceptions.
Banks and other lenders are naturally
more cautious than purchasers. The ef-
fect on financing, which is so essential to
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oil and gas expansion, will be disastrous.
It will affect a major portion of the 135,-
000 leases covering over 111 million acres
of public lands, Something must be
done in this session of Congress, before
the next drilling season begins, if this is
to be avoided.

I personally believe that the Secretary
does not have the authority under the
present act to cancel or forfeit a lease
under these circumstances by adminis-
trative proceedings. I further believe
that a court would refuse to cancel the
lease, or at least the interest in the lease
of an innocent person, but it would take
years to finally litigate these questions.
In at least one instance, an action has
been commenced by one of the parties
to enjoin the Secretary from proceeding
to cancel by administrative action. Even
if an injunection is issued, though, as I
think it will be, the Department could
then proceed to bring an action in court
to cancel the lease, and it would be nec-
essary to fully litigate that question. In
the meantime, no one can purchase by
assignment any Federal oil and gas lease.

The impact upon the economy of the
area involved, the loss of employment,
the loss to the Nation as a whole, and the
disruption of the development of the
public lands and the country’s natural
resources, contrary to the policy of the
Congress, would be more than just signif-
icant. I think that Wyoming is a fairly
typical public land State. Over 70 per-
cent of the minerals are in the control of
the Federal Government directly. This
affects a much greater acreage. De-
velopment often requires a large block of
acreage. Development even on the pri-
vate lands within that block would be
stopped if this cloud remains on the title
to the Federal lands. The same would
be true in other States.

To correct this situation, S. 2181 was
introduced in the other body by the
senior Senator from Wyoming, and H.R.
7787, an almost identical bill, was in-
troduced in the House by myself. The
gentleman from Alaska [Mr, RIVERs],
joined in sponsoring the legislation and
introduced H.R. 8036.

These bills would have provided for
rather extensive amendments to the Min-
eral Leasing Act of 1920. With reference
to the situation I have described, the
principal effects would have been, first,
to remove the distinetion between acre=
age held by lease and acreage held by
option; second, to protect the innocent
purchaser; third, to toll the running of
the term of the lease under challenge;
and fourth, where a lease was challenged
for fraud, to give to the accused his tra-
ditional rights in a court of law, and to
provide additional penalties if he was
found guilty of fraud. ;

All of these things are essential to the
full solution of the problem. Extensive
hearings were held. Outstanding wit-
nesses from all phases of the oil and gas
industry were heard, as well as the De-
partment. So far as I know, everyone
agreed that these things were necessary
and proper.

Removal of the distinction between
holdings under lease and holdings under
option is particularly important, because
in various types of transactions, it is im=-
possible to determine whether the acre-
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age should be charged as leased acreage
or acreage under option.

I am confident that no Member of Con-
gress wants to put any citizen in this
position of acting without being able to
determine whether he is doing right or
wrong, Unfortunately, some of these re-
medial actions, however, were, in the
minds of some, so inseparably associated
with other proposed changes in the act
that it became apparent that the ques-
tions involved could not be resolved at
this stage of the present session of the
86th Congress.

As a result, the bill presented to you for
approval contains only protection for
the innocent purchaser and provision for
extension of the term of his lease for a
period of time equal to that for which his
rights to drill or assign the lease were
suspended while his innocence was being
determined.

I would like to emphasize that this will
not completely solve the situation. To
accomplish this, prompt action should
be taken in the next session. At my re-
quest, H.R. 7787 and H.R. 8036 have not
been reported by the House Interior Com=~
mittee. My reason for requesting this is
that full hearings have been held on
these bills, and by retaining them in com-
mittee, prompt action will be facilitated.

As a minimum, though, the legisla-
tion before you must be passed. The
only effect of it is to provide that the
cancellation or forfeiture for violation
of the provisions of the act shall not
affect adversely the title or interest of
a bona fide purchaser who acquired his
interest in conformity with the acre-
age limitations of the act and is other-
wise qualified; that the innocent pur-
chaser will have the right to have his
lease extended without payment of addi-
tional rentals for a period of time equal
to that which he lost while his innocence
was being determined; and to provide
that a party in any proceedings now
pending or later filed with respect to a
violation of any provision of the Mineral
Leasing Act shall have the right to be
dismissed as such a party upon showing
that he acquired the interest as a bona
fide purchaser without violating any
provisions of the act.

If this is done, activity can go forward
for the next drilling season. If not,
irreparable harm will be done to the
national interest, to the areas involved,
and to those who depend upon this ac-
tivity for their jobs and livelihood.

Full hearings have been held by the
House Interior and Insular Committee
and before the corresponding committee
of the other body. Outstanding citizens
from every phase of the industry ap-
peared as witnesses. The Department of
Interior has fully considered the legisla-
tion. It has reported fayvorably. Its
witnesses were heard. The legislation
was reported by the committee unani-
mously. The facts are established. All
have agreed.

I am confident that every Member of
this House wants to protect the innocent.
That is all this bill would do. I urge its
favorable consideration.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House suspend the rules and pass
the hill, S. 2181, as amended?
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"The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was g
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LOWER RIO GRANDE REHABILITA-
TION PROJECT, TEXAS, LA FERIA
DIVISION

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr, Speaker,
I move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4279) to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, reha-
bilitate, operate, and maintain the lower
Rio Grande rehabilitation project, Texas,
La Feria division, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Interior, acting pursuant
to the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June
17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388 and Acts amendatory
thereof or supplementary thereto, including
the last sentence of Section 1 of the Act of
October 7, 1949 (63 Stat. 724), but subject
to exceptions herein contained) Is author-
ized to undertake the rehabilitation and
betterment of the works of the La Feria
Water Control and Improvement District,
Cameron County numbered 3, Texas, and to
operate and maintain the same. Such un-
dertaking which shall be known as the La
Feria division of the lower Rio Grande re-
habilitation project, shall not be commenced
until a repayment contract has been entered
into by sald district under the Federal recla-
mation laws, subje¢t to exceptions herein
contained, which contract shall provide for
payment of the capital cost of the La Feria
division over & basic period of not more than
thirty-five years, and shall, in addition, in
Heu of the excess-land provisions of the Fed-
eral reclamation laws, require the payment
of interest on that pro rata share of the
capital cost, which is attributable to fur-
nishing benefits in each particular year to
land held in private ownership by any one
owner In excess of one hundred and sixty
irrigable acres, said interest to be at a rate
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury
by estimating the average annual yield to
maturity, on the basis of daily closing mar-
ket bid quotations or prices during the month
of May preceding the fiscal year in which the
repayment contract is entered into, on all
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States having a maturity date of fif-
teen or more years from the first day of
such month of May, and by adjusting such
estimated average annual yleld to the near-
est one-éighth of 1 per centum.

Sec. 2. Title to all lands and works of
the division, to the extent an interest has
been vested in the United States, shall pass
to the La Ferla Water Control and Improve-
ment District, Cameron €ounfy numbered
3 or its designee or designees upon payment
to the United States of all obligations aris-
ing under this Act or incurred in connec-
tion with this division of the project.

Sec. 8. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the work to be undertaken
pursuant to the first section of this Act, the
sum of $6,000,000 (January 1959 costs), plus
such amount, if any, as may be required by
reason of changes in costs of work of the
types Involved as shown by engineering in-
dices.

ed';'he SPEAKER. Is a second demand-

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 4279 would authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, rehabilitate,
operate, and maintain the La Feria di-
vision of the lower Rio Grande rehabili-
tation project, Texas. The plan of re-
habilitation is designed to permit more
economical operation and maintenance
of the irrigation distriet’s irrigation
works, provide more efficient water de-
liveries, reduce distribution system loss-
es, and reduce flooding in some areas.

The legislation authorizes the appro-
priation of $6 million for the project.
Following the usual procedure, the ac-
tual appropriation of funds would be
made later in the annual Public Works
Appropriation Acts.

The La Feria division consists of the
existing irrigation and drainage works
of the La Feria Water Control and Im-
provement District, Cameron County,
No. 3. The district is 1 of 37 water
control and improvement districts in the
lower Rio Grande Valley. The diversion
and distribution works have been in con-
tinuous operation for over 40 years. The
district's system is capable of serving
27,000 acres of irrigable land but it is in
urgent need of modernization and im-
provements for efficient and economiecal
operation. About 2 acre-feet of water
out of every 3 diverted into the distri-
bution system are lost through seepage
or other waste. It is estimated that the
rehabilitation of the works will permit
the saving of some 15,000 acre-feet of
water annually. With the constantly
increasing use of Rio Grande water for
irrigation, this rehabilitation is neces-
sary to assure the La Feria division of a
continued adequate supply of water.

Mr. Speaker, T would like to empha-
size two points with respect to the eco-
nomiec aspects of the La Feria project.
The cost, estimated at $6 million, will
be fully repaid in a period of 35 years,
with interest on that very small part
which is attributable to furnishing ben-
efits to ownerships in excess of 160 acres.
The distriet has already agreed to these
repayment arrangements. The other
point I want to emphasize is the fact
that the benefits from this development
would be about 5 times the costs and,
from an economic standpoint, this is
one of the best projects our committee
has considered.

This project does not bring into pro-
duction any new land or change the
existing crop pattern to any extent. It
merely provides for more efficient opera-
tion of the works serving the existing
lands. Fruits and vegetables, and some
cotton, are the prineciple crops grown in
the La Feria district. The average size
farm is approximately 80 acres and out
of 1,868 farms, only 11 exceed 160 acres
and the largest single farm is 361 acres.

The Department of the Interior has
submitted a project feasibility report to
the Congress and a report on this leg-
islation to the committee, both of which
recommend the authorization and con-
struction of the La Feria division. Both
reports have been reviewed and cleared
by the Bureau of the Budget. Although
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there is some local opposition to the re-
habilitation work because of the cost to
be assessed against the water users, the
district has approved the project and the
proposed repayment contract by a favor-
able vote at an election called for that
purpose.

The La Feria division is an excellent
project and urgently needed and I hope
that H.R. 4279 will be passed.

Mr. Speaker, the entire $6 million in-
volved in this project will be repaid. It
is a very worthy project and one that
is needed to have the water that other-
wise is going to waste.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Ishould like to ask
the gentleman a question concerning the
types of crops which will be grown in
this rehabilitation area. It is my un-
derstanding that most of the area will
produce fruits and vegetables and only
a small percentage of it will produce
cotton.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is right.
This is the winter garden area of Texas.
It is in the Rio Grande Valley area and
most of it is truck gardening. These
farmers who are involved are all small
farmers; these are all small tracts, I
believe around 80 acres. They are farms
of that kind on which people live and
from which they make their living. The
water that is presently being used is lost,
two-thirds of it that comes through the
canal is lost. When you lose 6625 per-
cent of the water, it is a serious situation
so far as the economy is concerned. In
my opinion it will not increase the pro-
duction of any surplus crops. I fhink
the record before the committee will
show that.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr., Speaker, this is
one of the finest examples of a reclama-~
tion project that has been brought be-
fore the House Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs since I have been a
member. This is a type of project,
which, in my opinion, the Reclamation
Act was originally passed to fake care of.
These are small home farms producing
what are known as row crops producing
food for consumption and not for the
Commodity Credit Corporation. I cer-
tainly feel the House is taking the proper
action today in this suspension of the
rules. I urge the suspension of the rules
and the passage of this bill.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore (Mr.
WaLTER). The question is, Will the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4279, with amendments? ;

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced in the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds had
voted in the affirmative.

Mr. CLEM MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present, and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evident-
1y a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify the ab-
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sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 281, nays 114, not voting 39,

as follows:
[Roll No. 156]
YEAS—281

Abbitt Frelinghuysen Morris, N. Mex.
Abernethy Friedel Morris, Okla.
Adair Garmatz Moss
Albert Gary Moulder
Alexander Gathings Multer
Alford Gavin Murphy
Alger George Murray
Andersen, Glenn Natcher

Minn. Goodell Nelsen
Anderson, Granahan Nix

Mont. Grant Norblad
Ashmore Gray Norrell
Aspinall Green, Pa, O'Brien, Il1.
Avery Griffiths O'Hara, Ill.
Ayres Gubser O'Neill
Baldwin Haley Oliver
Baring Halleck Passman
Barrett Hardy Patman
Barry Hargis Pelly
Bass, NH. Harmon Perkins
Bass, Tenn. Harris Pfost
Beckworth Harrison Philbin
Belcher Hays Preston
Bennett, Fla. Healey Price
Bennett, Mich. Hemphill Prokop
Bentley Henderson Quigley
Berry Herlong Rabaut
Blitch Hoffman, Il1l. Rains
Boggs Holland Randall
Boland Horan Rees, Kans.
Bolling Hosmer Rhodes, Ariz.
Bowles Huddleston Rhodes, Pa.
Boyle Hull Riehlman
Bray Ikard Riley
Brewster Inouye Rivers, Alaska
Brock Irwin Roberts
Brooks, La Jarman Rogers, Colo.
Brooks, Tex. Jennings Rogers, Fla.
Broomfield Jensen Rogers, Mass.
Brown, Ga Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Tex.
Brown, Mo Johnson, Colo. Rooney
Broyhill Johnson, Md. Rostenkowskl
Buckley Johnson, Wis.
Burdick Jones, Ala. Rutherford
Burke, Ky. Karsten Saund
Burke, Mass Kee gaylor
Burleson Keith Schenck
Byrne, Pa. Eelly Sichwengel
Cannon Keogh Scott
Carnahan Kilday Selden
Carter Kilgore Shelley
Casey King, Calif. Sheppard
Celler King, Utah Shipley
Chelf Eirwan Short
Chenoweth Kitchin Simpson, Ill.
Chiperfield Kluczynski Simpson, Pa.
Clark Knox Sisk
Coffin Lafore Smith, Eans.
Colmer Landrum Smith, Miss.
Conte Lane Smith, Va.
Corbett Langen Spence
Cramer Lanxkford Springer
Cunningham Lennon Steed
Curtin Levering Stratton
Curtis. Mass Libonati Stubblefield
Curtis, Mo Lipscomb Sullivan
Davis, Ga. Loser Teague, Calif.
Dawson McCormack Teague, Tex.
Delaney McFall Teller
Denton McGinley Thomas
Donochue McGovern Thompson, La.
Dooley McIntire Thompson, Tex,
Dorn, 5.C MeMillan Thomson, Wyo.
Dowdy McSween Thornberry
Downing Macdonald Toll
Doyle Mack, Ill. Tollefson
Durham Mahon Trimble
Edmondson Mallliard Tuck
Elliott Marshall Udall
Everett Matthews Ullman
Evins May Van Zandt
Fallon Meader Vinson
Fascell Merrow: Walter
Feighan Metcalf Wampler
Fisher Michel Watts
Flood Miller, Weaver
Flynt George P Weis
Fogarty Mills Whitener
Foley Mitchell Whitten
Forand Moeller Widnall
Forrester Montoya Wier
Fountain Morgan Williams
Frazler Moorhead Willis
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Winstead Wolf Young
Withrow Wright Younger
NAYS—114
Addonizio Farbstein Miller, Clem
Allen Fenton Miller, N.Y,
Arends Fino Milliken
Ashley Flynn Monagan
Auchincloss Fulton Moore
Gallagher Mumma
Bates Giaimo O’Hara, Mich,
Becker Green, Oreg. O'Konski
Betts Griffin Osmers
Blatnik Gross Ostertag
Bosch Hagen Pillion
Bow Halpern Pirnie
Brademas Hechler Poft
Brown, Ohio Hess Porter,
Budge Hiestand Pucinski
Bush Hoeven Quie
Byrnes, Wis, Hoffman, Mich. Ray
Cahill Hogan Reuss
Cederberg Holt Robison
Chamberlain Holtzman Rodino
Church Johansen Roosevelt
Coad Jonas Santangelo
Cohelan Judd Scherer
Collier Karth Siler
Cook Kasem Slack
Daddario Kastenmeier  Smith, Calif.
Dague Kearns Smith, Iowa
Daniels Kilburn Btaggers
Davis, Tenn. Kowalski Taber
Dent Laird Taylor
Derounian Latta Thompson, N J
Devine Lindsay Vanik
Diggs McCulloch Walnwright
Dingell Mack, Wash. Wallhauser
Dixon Madden ‘Wharton
Dorn, N.¥ Martin Yates
Dulskl Mason Zablockl
Dwyer Meyer Zelenko
NOT VOTING—39
Andrews Dollinger Morrison
Anfuso Ford O'Brien, N.Y.
Baliley Hall Pilcher
Baker Hébert Poage
Barden Holifield Powell
Baumhart Jackson Reece, Tenn.
Bolton Jones, Mo. Rivers, 5.C.
Bonner Lesinski St. George
Boykin McDonough Sikes
Breeding MeDowell Utt
Canfield Machrowicz Van Pelt
Cooley Magnuson Westland
Derwinski Minshall Wilson

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof), the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hébert and Mr. Morrison for, with
Mr. Carter against.

Mr. Anfuso and Mr. Lesinski for, with Mr,
Ford against.

Mr. Holifield and Mr. O'Brien of New York
for, with Mr. Van Pelt against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mrs.
Bolton,
Sikes with Mr. Baumhart.
. Machrowicz with Mrs. St. George.
. Powell with Mr. Westland.
. Hall with Mr. Reece of Tennessee.
. Dollinger with Mr. Jackson.
. Cooley with Mr. Derwinski.
. Breeding with Mr, Baker.
. Bailey with Mr. Wilson.
McDowell with Mr, Utt.
. Andrews with Mr. Minshall.
. Pilcher with Mr. McDonough.
Magnuson with Mr, Canfield.

Mr. ADDONIZIO, Mr. COOK, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. BOSCH, Mr. RAY, and
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN changed their vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EEEREEE

BEE

B

17763

ENACTING THE PROVISIONS OF RE-
ORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1959 WITH CERTAIN PROVISIONS

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 7681) to enact the provisions
of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1959 with certain amendments, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, except
as otherwise provided in section 2 hereof, the
following functions are hereby transferred to
the Secretary of Agriculture:

(a) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of March 20, 19232, 42
Stat. 465, as amended (16 U.S.C. 485, 486),
with respect to exchanges of non-Federal
lands for national forest lands or timber.

(b) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of February 2, 1922
(42 Stat. 362), with respect to exchanges of
lands in private ownership within or within
six miles of the Deschutes National Forest
for national forest lands, or for timber from
any national forest, in the State of Oregon.

{c) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of June 7, 1924 (43
Stat. 643), except section 2 thereof, with
respect. to exchanges of privately owned
lands for national forest timber in New
Mexico.

(d) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of January 12, 1825
(43 Stat. 739), except section 2 thereof, with
respect to exchanges of privately owned lands
for national forest timber in New Mexico.

(e) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of April 21, 1926 (44
Stat. 303), except section 2 thereof, with
respect to exchanges of privately owned lands
for national forest lands or timber in New
Mexico and Arizona.

{f) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under section 2 of the Act of May
26, 1926 (44 Stat. 665; 16 U.S.C. 88), with
respect to exchanges of lands held in private
or State ownership for national forest lands
or timber in Montana.

(g) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of June 15, 1926 (44
Stat. 746), with respect to exchanges of State
lands for national forest lands in New
Mexico.

(h) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under the Act of December 7, 1942
(56 Stat, 1042), with respect to exchange
transactions in which lands under the juris-
diction of the Secretary of Agriculture are
exchanged for State lands in Minnesota
which are to be under the jurisdiction of
the Secretary of Agriculture after their ac-
quisition by the United States.

(1) The funetion of the Secretary of the
Interior (originally vested in the Commis-
sioner of the General Land Office) under
section 68 of the Act of April 28, 1930 (46
Stat. 257; 43 U.8.C. 872), with respect to ex-
ecution of quitclaim deeds for lands con-
veyed to the United States in connection
with exchange transactions invelving lands
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of
Agriculture. ;

(J) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under section 2(b) of the Joint
Resolution of August 8, 1947 (61 State. 521),
with respect to appraisals and sales of cer=
tain lands within the Tongass National
Forest.

(k) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under section 10 of the Act of March
1, 1911 (36 Stat. 962; 16 U.S.C. 519), with
respect to sales of small tracts of acquired
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national forest lands found chiefly valuable
for agriculture.

(1) The functions of the Secretary of the
Interior under section 402 of Reorganization
Plan Numbered 3 of 19468 (60 Stat. 1099),
section 8 of the Act of September 1, 1949
(63 Btat. 683; 30 U.S.C, 192¢c), the Act of
June 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 311; 16 U.S.C. 508b),
section 3 of the Act of June 28, 1952 (66 Stat.
285), or otherwise, with respect to the use
and disposal from lands under the jurisdic-
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture of those
mineral materials which the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to dispose of from
other lands under his jurisdiction under the
Act of July 31, 1947 (61 Stat. 681), as
amended by the Act of July 28, 1955 (69 Stat.
367; 30 U.S.C. 601 and the following).

Sec. 2(a). In no case covered by subsec-
tions (a), (b),. (e}, (g), and (h) of section
1 hereof shall the exchange provide for the
patenting of land by the United States with-
out a reservation of minerals (1) unless the
Becretary of Agriculture has obtained the
advice of the Secretary of the Interlor that
the land is nonmineral in character, or (2)
unless the Secretary of the Interior approves
of the valuation and disposition of the min-
erals in the lands to be patented. A sale of
land covered by subsection (j) of section 1
hereof shall be made by the Secretary of
Agriculture without a reservation of min-
erals only after consultation with, and the
approval of, the Secretary of the Interior as
to the valuation and disposition of the min-
erals. No lands of the United States shall
be exchanged in any case covered by subsec-
tion (f) of section 1 hereof unless the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has obtained the ad-
vice of the Secretary of the Interior that
such lands are nonmineral in character,

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to determine or adjudicate the validity or
invalidity of any mining claim or part there-
of,

(¢) Nothing in subsection (1) of section
1 hereof shall be construed to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to dispose of coal,
phosphate, sodium, potassium, oil, oil shale,
gas, or sulfur, or to dispose of any minerals
which would be subject to disposal under
the mining laws if sald laws were applicable
to the lands in which the minerals are situ-
ated.

(d) Upon approval by the Secretary of
Agriculture pursuant to the provisions of
this Act of any exchange or sale, respectively,
of national forest lands under the provisions
of law referred to in subsections (a), (b),
(e), (f), (g), and (j) of section 1, hereof,
the BSecretary of the Interior, upon the
recommendation of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, shall issue the patent therefor,

(e) All conveyances under the Act re-
ferred to in subsection (h) of section 1 here-
of of national forest lands reserved from the
public domain shall, upon recommendation
of the Secretary of Agriculture, be made by
the Secretary of the Interior.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WaLTER). Is a second demanded?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be con-
sidered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 7681 would enact the basic pro-
visions of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1959, with certain amendments which
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions believes are needed to protect the
public interest. The committee held
hearings on the plan and found it sub-
ject to several serious objections. The
committee also recognized that the plan
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would eliminate some duplication and
overlapping of functions and be in the
public interest if certain objectionable
features were eliminated. However,
under the Reorganization Act of 1949, as
amended—title 5, United States Code,
section 133z—no provision is made
whereby either the Congress or either
House can amend the plan as such, with-
out separate legislation. Accordingly,
the committee recommended the adop-
tion of House Resolution 295 to dis-
approve the plan—see House Report No.
586, 86th Congress—and the House
adopted the resolution on July 7, 1959,
The committee also recommended adop-
tion of the bill HR. 7681, as amended,
which would enact the beneficial fea-
tures of the plan, together with some
amendments to the plan which the com-
mittee believes are in the public interest.
- The principal effects of Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 1 of 1959, as transmitted
by the President, would have been as
follows:

First. It would have transferred to the
Secretary of Agriculture all the func-
tions of the Secretary of the Interior in
making exchanges of public national
forest lands for private lands and in
making sales of such lands, except the
purely ministerial funetion of issuing
patents or conveyances for such land.
H.R. 7681 retains some of these func=-
tions in the Secretary of the Interior;
namely, those relating to retention or
disposition of minerals in the lands to
be patented.

Second. The plan would have trans-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture
all the functions of the Secretary of the
Interior in selling certain mineral mate-
rials on acquired national forest lands.
H.R. 7681 contains provisions to insure
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall
not use the materials act to dispose of
minerals which are subject to the min-
eral leasing acts and the mining law.

Third. The plan would have specifi-
cally authorized the Secretary of Agri-
culture to redelegate the functions trans-
ferred to him by the plan to any officer
or employee of the Agriculture Depart-
ment pursuant to section 4(a)—and
without complying with the provisions of
4(b)—of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1953 (67 Stat. 633). This provision is
not contained in H.R. 7681.

The committee believes HR. 7681 will
enact the positive and beneficial features
of the plan. In addition, the bill makes
several amendments to the plan. These
amendments would, first, insure that the
Secretary of the Interior would continue
to have responsibility and functions with
respect to minerals in the lands which
are exchanged or sold; second, insure
that the Secretary of Agriculture would
not assume the function of determining
or adjudicating the validity of mining
claims which conflict with forest ex-
change or sale applications; third, in-
sure that the Secretary of Agriculture
would not, under the Materials Act, dis-
pose of minerals subject to the mineral
leasing or mining laws; and fourth, omit
a reference in the President’s plan which
would have permitted a broad and un-
limited delegation of authority without
any obligation to provide advance public
notice and opportunity for the public to
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express views or take action on the pro-
posed delegation.

The enactment of the bill will elimi-
nate duplication of work on such matters
as checking legal titles, processing papers
through the Land Office, publication of
notices of pending exchanges, cross-
checking between the departments on the
status of cases being processed, and in
other respects. The bill will also remove
inconveniences to the public which have
resulted from the fact that persons wish-
ing to make exchanges or to purchase
certain lands or certain common mineral
materials on forest lands must deal with
two offices—one in the Agriculture De-
partment and one in the Interior De-
partment. Under the bill all dealings by
the public on the subjects covered would,
in general, be solely with the Forest Serv-
ice of the Department of Agriculture.
Any cross-checking that may be required
can be accomplished by the Forest Serv-
ice at the same time it is processing other
phases of the transaction and thus all
delays now found in the relationship of
the two departments can be avoided.

H.R. 7681 was reported by the Com-
mittee on Government Operations on
July 3, 1959. At that time Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 1 of 1959 had not yet been
disapproved. Consequently, and nat-
urally, at that time the executive depart-
ments and the Bureau of the Budget ex-
pressed opposition to the bill and sup-
port of the plan.

Following the disapproval of the plan,
the chairman of the committee ascer-
tained that the executive agencies then
desired the enactment of most of the
provisions of H.R. 7681. Disagreement
existed only with respect to section 2(a)
of the bill. As reported by the commit-
tee, section 2(a) would require the Sec-
retary of the Interior to participate in
and approve determinations involving,
first, whether lands are mineral or non-
mineral in character; second, whether or
not minerals shall be reserved to the
United States; and third, the value of
mineral rights in land; and, as amended
by the committee, the bill further would
require that any regulations made con-
cerning the matters covered by section
2(a) must be approved by the Secretary
of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture.

The agencies believed that as reported
section 2(a) might complicate the han-
dling of forest exchanges. Consequently,
a revised section 2(a) has been worked
out which is acceptable to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of
the Interior, and the Bureau of the
Budget. Under the revision which has
been agreed upon, forest lands could be
patented by the Secretary of Agriculture
without a reservation of minerals in ex-
change for private lands under subsec-
tions (a), (b), (e), (g), and (h) of section
1 only if he had been advised by the
Secretary of the Interior that the land
to be patented is nonmineral in char-
acter or if he has the approval of the
Secretary of the Interior as to the valu-
ation and disposition of the minerals in
the lands to be patented. Lands would
be exchanged under subsection (f) of
section 1 only if the Secretary of Agri-
culture had been advised by the Sec-



1959

retary of the Interior that the lands to
be conveyed by the United States were
nonmineral in character. No reference
is made in the revised section 2(a) to
exchanges under subsections (¢) and (d)
of section 1 since both of those subsec-
tions are concerned solely with exchange
of national forest timber for privately
owned lands. In addition, the revised
section 2(a) provides that sales of cer-
tain lands within the Tongass National
Forest in Alaska, under subsection (j)
of section 1, may be made by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture without a reservation
of minerals only after having consulted
with the Secretary of the Interior and
having obtained his approval as to the
valuation and disposition of the minerals.

As I have stated, the two departments

and the Budget Bureau have agreed to
the revised amendment. -
* I am informed that the eminent
chairman of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, who strongly urged
the disapproval of the reorganization
plan as it was originally presented by
the President, also concurs in the amend-
ment which I shall propose.

The revised section 2(a) will assure
(a) that determinations as to the min-
eral character of the land to be ex-
changed will be 'the responsibility of the
Secretary of the Interior, and (b) that
the Secretary of Agriculture will not dis-
pose of minerals in forest exchanges and
sales without the concurrence of the Sec-
retary of the Infterior. This takes care
of the two major objections to the plan.

Mr. Speaker, I -believe HR. 7681 will
achieve efficiency and economy in our
Government, remove some of the over-
lapping and duplication in conneetion
with exchanges and sales of public na-
tional forest lands, and disposal of com-
mon mineral materials in such lands,
remove certain inconveniences to the
public, and help give us protection
against the disposal of Government-
owned minerals for less than value, I
urge the adoption of the bill. '

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
vyield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. SmrTa 1, the author of this bill,
has explained, this measure, H.R. 7681,
was originally introduced by him on June
11, 1959, and reported to the House on
July 6, 1959, for the purpose of doing ap-
proximately the same thing as was pro-
vided in the Reorganization Plan No. 1,
submitted by the President of the United
States. At the time Reorganization
Plan No. 1 was before the House, consid-
erable controversy arose over the report-
ing of the bill, H.R. 7681, without, what
the minority believed, were proper hear-
ings. Asa result, a minority report was
filed at that time with the bill which, of
course, no longer pertains to this meas-
ure inasmuch as it has been amended
and changed, or will be by the adoption
of this amendment. This amendment
was worked out, as the gentleman from
Iowa has so ably explained by the ma-
Jjority and minority members of the sub-
committee of which I was the ranking
member,

- I am taking charge of the time on the
bill on this side of the House today at
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the request of the ranking member of
the full committee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN],

This amendment was worked out to
the satisfaction of the members of the
subcommittee and of the full committee,
and also to the satisfaction of the Bu-
reau of the Budget, the Department of
Agriculture, and the Department of the
Interior. So we have agreed completely,
fully and unanimously on the approval
of this bill with the amendment as has
been reported by the gentleman from
Iowa. So, therefore, I hope there will
be full support for the measure as
amended.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have the privilege of extending
their remarks on the bill under consid-
eration,

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the genfleman
from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Iowa that the rules be sus-
pended and the bill be passed.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds heving voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ADMIT VESSEL “JOHN F. DREWS”
TO AMERICAN REGISTRY

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr,
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 3792) to admit the
vessel John F, Drews to American regis-
try and to permit its use in the coastwise
trade while it is owned by Merritt-Chap-
man & Scott Corp. of New York.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled. That, not-
withstanding the provisions of section 4132
of the Revised Statutes of the United States,
as amended (46 U.S.C. 11), and section 27 «f
the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, as amended
(46 U.S.C. 883), the vessel now known as the
“John F. Drews" (F-X-Tioga; WYT-T4 (Cal-
umet (USCG)), documented under United
States registry with official number 252202,
built in 1894 in Buffalo, New York, presently
under Canadian registry by permission of
transfer order numbered MA-4583, and owned
on the date of this Act by Merritt-Chapman
and Scott Corporation of New York, shall be
admitted to American registry and shall be
entitled to engage in the coastwise trade and
to transport passengers and merchandise
between points in the United States, includ-
ing districts, Territories, and possessions
thereof embraced within the coastwise laws,
for so long as such vessel is from the date
of enactment of this Act continuously owned
by Merritt-Chapman and Scott Corporation
of New York.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. TOLLEFSON,
mand a second,

Mr. Speaker, I de-
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection a second will be considered
as ordered,

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes and the gentle-
man from Washington for 20 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER, Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may need.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California is recognized.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, the purpose of this bill is to
authorize the readmission of the vessel
John F. Drews to American registry and
to permit its use in the coastwise trade
while it is owned by Merritt-Chapman
& Scott Corp. of New York.

The John F. Drews is the former U.S.
Coast Guard tug, Calumet, built of steel
construction in 1894 at Buffalo, N.¥Y.
The vessel is 124 gross tons, 900 horse-
power, and is 90.7 feet in length.

A little more than a year ago this ves-
sel was transferred to Canadian registry
with the approval of the Federal Mari-
time Administration, for the specific
purpose of being used in conjunction
with dredging and marine construction
operations in the St. Lawrence Seaway
and power development project, in
which the U.S. Government is a partici-
pant.

Under present law, vessels which for-
merly had coastwise privileges by virtue
of having been built in or documented
under the laws of the United States can-
not reacquire such privileges after hav-
ing been placed under foreign registry—
section 27, Merchant Marine Act, 1920,
as amended; 46 U.S.C. 883. Thus, this
bill is necessary to permit the vessel,
John F. Drews, to reacquire rights to en-
gage in the coastwise trade of the United
States which it had had for some 64
years since the time of her construction
in 1894,

The committee felt that in this case
there were meritorious circumstances
which justify making an exception to
the general law.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. SHELLEY, It is to be understood
that the passage of this bill—I do not
object to the bill—will not be allowed to
be taken as a precedent for other people
who have vessels under foreign flags to
rush in and get them under American
registry?

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. The com=-
mittee has written its recommendation
into the report that this is a meritorious
case that justifies the exemption. This
committee has no intention of opening
the door to the registration of foreign-
registered vessels. This was an Ameri=-
can-built vessel. It was needed for a
short time for use in connection with
the St. Lawrence Seaway. The commit-
tee felt it was justified in presenting this
bill. This bill is not to be taken as set-
ting a precedent.

Mr, SHELLEY. I noted the stipula-
tion in the report but I think it should
be emphasized in the debate on the
floor., I thank the gentleman.
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Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, as
has already been pointed out, there is no
opposition to the measure, at least, to
my knowledge. This situation is a
rather exceptional one. The committee
so considered it and took the position
that this should not set a precedent. Be-
cause of the necessity for the use of the
vessel in Canadian waters it had to com-
ply with Canadian registry. Now that
work on the seaway is finished it is de-
sired that the vessel be transferred back
under the American flag. The commit-
tee feels it is a meritorious proposal and
recommends that the bill be approved.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on suspending the rules and
passing the bill.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. ;

CONTINUING RESEARCH ON THE
BIOLOGY FLUCTUATIONS, STA-
TUS, AND STATISTICS OF MIGRA-
TORY MARINE SPECIES OF GAME
FISH

. Mr., LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I move
{0 suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5004) authorizing and directing
the Secretary of the Interior to under-
take continuing research on the biology
fluctuations, status, and statistics of the
migratory marine species of game fish
of the United States and contiguous
waters.

- ‘The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Interlor is hereby directed
to undertake a comprehensive continuing
study of the migratory marine fish of inter-
est to recreational fishermen of the United
States, including species inhabiting the off-
shore waters of the United States and specles
which migrate through or spend a part of
their lives in the inshore waters of the
United States. The study shall include, but
not be limited to, research on migrations,
identity of stocks, growth rates, mortality
rates, variations in survival, environmental
influences, both natural and artificial, in-
cluding pollution, and effects of fishing on
the species, for the purpose of developing
wise conservation policies and constructive
management activities,

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrylng out the
provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the
Interior is authorized (1) to acquire lands,
construct laboratory or other buildings, pur-
chase boats, acquire such other equipment
and apparatus, and to employ such officers
and employees as he deems necessary; (2)
to cooperate or contract with State and
other institutions and agencies upon such
terms and conditions as he determines to be
appropriate; and (3) to make public the re-
sults of such research conducted pursuant
to the first section of this Act.

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may bhe necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act:
Provided, That no more than §2,700,000 be
appropriated for this purpose in any one
fiscal year.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WaLTER). Is a second demanded?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I de~
mand a second.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a second be
considered as ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5004 is, in the con-
sidered judgment of many people, an
essential piece of natural resources leg-
islation. If directs the Secretary of the
Interior to undertake continuing re-
search on the biology fluctuations, sta-
tus, and statistics of the migratory ma-
rine species of game fish of the United
States and contiguous waters.

The Department of the Interior, in its
report on this legislation, states that it
already has broad authority in the Fish
and Wildlife Act of 1956 to permit ur-
dertaking the research activities cov-
ered in H.R. 5004, But, not 1 cent has
been budgeted for this important work,
and the Department states that nothing
is planned. We can then only conclude
that the authority in the act of 1956 is
in faet inadequate or has been com-
pletely ignored. Apparently, now, a
more direct and enforcible statement
of authority and congressional intent is
required.

They do agree with the objectives of
this proposal, and I call your attention
to the language found in paragraphs 2
and 3 of the letter from the Assistant
Secretary of the Interior which is part
of the committee report.

We have impressive research and
management programs for waterfowl
and other game. We have equally im-
pressive programs for the important
fresh-water sport fisheries. According
to the Department of Interior, we have
in excess of 100 Federal fish hatcheries
throughout the country constructed at
a cost in excess of $60 million. It is in-
teresting to note the construction costs
of Federal fish hatcheries during the
past 3 years and the amounts appropri-
ated for fiscal year 1960. In fiscal year
1957, $1,601,000; in fiscal year 1958,
$2,330,000; in fiscal year 1959, $2,630,350.
The appropriation for fiscal year 1960 is
$1,500,650.

In addition, the U.S. Corps of Engi-
neers has over a period of years trans-
ferred to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries
an average of $1,500,000 annually for
the construction of inland fish hatech-
eries.

We have appropriated for fiscal year
1960 for research and administrative
overhead to improve the Federal inland
fish hatcheries products the sum of $6
million. But, there has not been 1 cent
in any of these Federal programs over
the years for research on important ma-
rine sport fisheries.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
undertook a survey for the year 1955
pertaining to the sports fisheries that
year. Itrevealed that 58.6 million man=
days were supported by the marine sport
fisheries that year. This was in con-

September 2

trast to our waterfowl program, which
showed 19.6 million hunting days for
that year, for which the Congress appro-
priated $4 million of Federal funds last
year. This survey showed that in 1955
the millions of Americans who utilized
coastal marine sport fishing resources
spent $488,999,000 for the goods and
services required for fishing on coastal
marine waters.

Projected over the intervening years
and based on an estimated increase in
the numbers of anglers amounting to a
conservative 34 percent annually, salt
water sport fishermen generated an esti-
mated $540 million of business activity
in 1958. It is significant to note that
this amount is equivalent to more than
one-half the total retail business gen-
erated by the entire U.S. commercial
fishing industry.

Marine sports fishing is a vital factor
in every coastal area’s economy. In my
own State the salt water fishermen spend
in excess of $35 million annually for
goods and services. The figure is con-
siderably larger in some of the New
England coastal States, New York and
New Jersey. The same can be said of
the State of Florida, the Gulf States,
including Texas, and, of course, the
Pacific Coastal States. Much of our ex-
panding small boatbuilding industry re-
ceives its principal stimulus from the de-
mand for craft to service sport fisher-~
men. Many of our commercial fisher-
men are finding their work increasingly
unprofitable and are looking to charter
boating as a means of supporting their
families. .

The survey I have already mentioned
indicated that the average daily catch
of salt water fish was about 4% pounds
per angler per day. The 1958 harvest
of edible fish caught by the salt water
angler approximated 290 million pounds.
This is more than 12 percent of the total
quantity of edible fish taken in the entire
U.S. commercial catch. Obviously, sport
salt water fish make an important con-
tribution of nutritious food at the
American table, as well as provide vast
opportunities for needed recreation and,
of course, afford sizable stimulus to bus-
iness and industry.

Approximately 80 million people, al-
most half of the population of our coun-
try, live in coastal States on the Atlantie,
Pacific, or Gulf States,

The Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries believe that it is in the
public interest that this bill be passed.
It would make the intent of Congress
crystal clear with respect to its desire
for continuing research in this impor=
tant field.

The bill sets a limit on the amount
that may be appropriated in any year for
this program. This is one-half of 1
percent of the amount of retail business
generated by salt water sport fishing in
1958. This figure is $540 million. One-
half of 1 percent would be $2,700,000
annually. By comparison, the sum of
$21,438,000 was requested for fiscal 1960
to benefit the commercial fishing indus-
try. 8
I repeat, this is an essential piece of
natural resources legislation, and I urge
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3111‘13 Members of the House to support the

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LENNON. I yield to the gentle=
man from Washington.

Mr., PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend this legislation to the favor-
able consideration of the House at this
time. I have in mind my own case, and
also a case of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. CraMmEeR], both of us having intro-
duced legislation to authorize research
laboratories on salt water; however, it
seems to me that if a general authority
were given to the Department to do that
it would not then throw into the legis-
lative branch the selection of sites for
these necessary laboratories, but instead
would authorize and direct the Depart-
ment itself to select sites on a fair and
proper basis. Therefore, the gentleman
has done a great service in introducing
this legislation, and I support him and
commend him for his very great in-
terest in this whole subject of salt-water
fisheries and marine life studies.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the gentleman
from Washington. I know that he is
familiar with the letter that was sent to
the chairman of the full committee by
Mr. Ross Leffler, Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, and the last two paragraphs
of that letter in which he sets forth the
very strong feeling that they are in
agreement with the principles and ob-
jotectlves we are seeking in this legisla-
tion.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Lennon] as well as the gentleman from
Washington [Mr, PELLY] have stated the
case well, and I believe the matter needs
no further clarification. I wurge the
House to approve the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
‘WaLTER). The question is on suspend-
ing the rules and passing the bill,

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was

A rnétion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EFFECT OF INSECTICIDES UPON
FISH AND WILDLIFE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5813) to amend the act of August
1, 1958, to authorize and direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to undertake con-
tinuing studies of the effects of insecti-
cides, herbicides, fungicides, and other
pesticides, upon fish and wildlife for the
purpose of preventing losses of those in-
valuable natural resources, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of the Act of August 1, 1958 providing for
continuing studies of the effects of insecti=
cides, herbicides, fungicides, and other pesti=

cides, upon fish and wildlife for the purpose
of preventing losses of those invaluable
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natural resources and for other purposes is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. The sum of $2,5665,000 per annum
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the objectives of this Act.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is a sec-
ond demanded?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Idemand a second,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, a second will be considered as
ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this bill
will authorize expansion of the research
presently underway to protect our fish
and wildlife resources from the lethal
effects of the various chemicals under
development and in use for the control
of agricultural pests. Almost daily, new
compounds are being utilized in the con-
stant war against the many organisms
that seek to destroy our food supply.
Unfortunately, however effective they
may be for the purposes for which they
are developed, there is no doubt that
they have become increasingly deadly to
our fish and wildlife resources,

Substances used in the campaign
against the fire ant have proven ex-
tremely destructive to wildlife in the
treated areas and even very small quan-
tities of some newly developed sprays
have destroyed whole fish populations
when their residues have been washed
into lakes and streams. The aim of the
bill is to step up research to discover
means to protect our wildlife, either
through development of new formulas
which confine their effects to the pests
sought to be controlled, or by different
methods of application to minimize the
loss of fish and wildlife." .

- Last year the Congress authorized the
expenditure of $280,000 per year for this
purpose. The committee recommended
this amount to permit a start on this
most necessary work to be made, with
full knowledge that the time would come
when more money would be needed. The
preliminary work so far undertaken in-
dicates that the need for protection of
our wildlife is far greater than suspected
and that vastly increased effort is called
for, lest we lose whole species by our
delay.

I know that the authorization con-
tained in this bill is far less than has
been spent on a single pest control cam-
paign and I believe that it is necessary
to prevent extinction of some of our most
desirable wildlife species.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, as the report on this
bill indicates, the last Congress passed
a similar bill which authorized an ex-
penditure of $280,000 annually to do the
kind of work authorized by this bill.
Experience under that last bill indicates
that that amount of money authorized
was not sufficient and, in effect, all that
this bill does is to increase the author-
ization. The testimony indicated rather
clearly, the committee thought, the need
for increasing the authorization because
of the work done in the use of insecti-
cides by the Department of Agriculture.
There is clear need for an increase in
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the authorization, and I frust the House
will approve this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire, to the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. METCALF].

Mr. METCALF. Mr, Speaker, Public
Law 85-582, enacted on August 1, 1958,
directed the Secretary of the Interior
to begin continuing studies of the effects
of insecticides, herbicides and fungicides
upon fish and wildlife.

Passage of the bill was preceded by
hearings before the Fisheries and Wild-
life Subcommittee of the House Commit-

‘tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries

and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on
my HR. 783 and S. 2447 by the senior
Senator from Washington, Senator Mag-
NUSON.

Testimony before those subcommittees
documented the urgent need to deter-
mine the amounts, percentages or mix-
tures of these chemicals that can be
used effectively in the necessary spray.
ing of crop, range, wet, and timber land
while minimizing the loss of fish, wild-
life, poultry and farm animals,

Investigations made under the act of
August 1, 1958, have, in the words of
the departmental report of the Seeretary
of the Interior, shown the need for “a
continuing research effort of much
greater magnitude than is currently
authorized.” So this bill would increase
the amount authorized for these needed
investigations to $2,565,000. This is the
amount actually needed to enable the
Secretary of the Interior to study vari-
ous aspects of the pesticides problem to
assure that the future use of chemical
controls shall not  inflict irreparable
damage on this Nation’s fish and game
resources and farm animals,

The authorization contained in this
bill represents less than 1 percent of
the wholesale value of the chemical
sprays produced commercially in this
country in 1956. Surely, this is a modest
investment in the protection of fish and
wildlife resources which, in 1955, gener-
ated nearly $3 billion in sales of goods
and services to the Nation’s more than
30 million hunters and fishermen.

The use of sprays for agricultural,
forestry, and other purposes has grown
phenomenally since 1940. That year,
chemical controls had a wholesale value
of $40 million. Their 1956 wholesale
value was $290 million. This fizure is
i)gc%ected to pass the $1 billion mark by

One-sixth of all the croplands and mil-
lions of acres of forests, rangelands, and
marshlands—most of them important
fish and wildlife habitat—are treated
with pesticides each year. Some of
these areas are sprayed several times.
At least 3 billion pounds of these chem-
icals were sprayed over more than 70
million acres of our crop and timberland
to kill insects, weeds, and plant diseases
last year. Each year, more acres are
being sprayed more efficiently and with
deadlier poisons as development of new
controls, with almost unlimited funds,
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races ahead of research. Today, more
than 200 basic pesticides and more than
6,000 brand-named products are on the
market.

Of course, there is economic justifica=-
tion for such a control program. The
Department of Ariculture estimates that
insects alone cause losses exceeding $4
billion a year. Everyone appreciates the
need for minimizing the pest damage to
forests and farmland. But this control
program also involves a multibillion dol-
lar recreation and commercial fishery in-
dustry of interest to at least 40 million
Americans. According to a recent sur-
vey, America has some 30 million sports-
men., They spend approximately $3 bil-
lion and 567 million man-days hunting
and fishing each year. Caring for tour-
ists is a major industry in many States—
among them Montana, where the tourist
business is our third-largest industry.

Sportsmen, conservationists, foresters
and farmers have a common interest in
minimizing damage to crops and to wild-
life.

We all know of plant or wildlife loss
from chemical controls—such as the
death of fish in Montana trout streams
in areas sprayed by DDT; the virtual
wiping out of quail and rabbit popula-
tions in two areas treated with hepta-
chlor in the South. Considerable dam-
age to valuable fish and wildlife re-
sources’ has occurred —unnecessarily
because chemicals were applied without
sufficient knowledge of accepted proce-
dures or without full regard to the con-
sequences.

Actually we know very little of even
the direct effects of many control agents
on plants, animals, soils and soil or-
ganisms. We know even less about the
indirect, accumulative, long-time effects
of these controls upon plants, wildlife—
and man.

Experts tell us the toxicity of these
chemicals depends on many things—
among them the species, formulation,
dosage, period of feeding or exposure,
mode of entry into the body and various
environmental and other conditions.

Some of these poisons persist in the
soil for periods of 3 to 5 years or
longer. Certain food chain organisms,
such as earthworms, living in treated
soil or waters, tend to concentrate the
poison in their body tissue. Hence,
birds, like the quail, woodcock and robin,
as well as aquatic creatures—fish, erabs,
shrimp and oysters—are affected when
they feed upon contaminated organisms.

Studies made to date show that DDT
may kill fish and other aquatic life
when applied at dosage rates in excess
of one-quarter pound per acre; 2
pounds per acre will kill birds; 5
pounds will cause heavy mortality among
mammals, Other insecticides such as
heptachlor, dieldrin, aldrin and endrin,
have acute toxicity ranges of 15 to 200
times that of DDT.

Pheasants, quail, and other species ex~
posed to sublethal amounts of some pes-
ticides in food, suffer delayed chronic
effects in the form of reduced repro-
ductive capacity and survival of young.
Persistent high levels of DDT have been
found in the bodies of fish months after
temporary concentrations in the stream
environment had dissipated. Bird num-
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bers in several areas freated with hepta=
chlor for imported fire ant control, have
been found to be reduced 75 to 85 per-
cent. Populations of quail, wild turkey
and rabbits were decimated in some of
the areas.. In other parts of the country,
particularly the Midwest, local popu-
lations of robins and other songbirds
have been depleted as a result of meas-
ures carried out for mosquito and Dutch
elm disease control.

Aerial spraying of salt water marshes,
particularly in the East, and of land
areas adjacent to inshore water reaches
important  fish-producing water by
drainage. Thus there is need to deter-
mine the effects of pesticides on inshore
agquatic life—fish, shrimp, and shell-
fish—which live in these waters as
adults, and on these species for which
the marshes and estuaries are essential
nursery ‘grounds. Menhaden, shad,
striped bass, croakers, and weakfish live
in these areas during their early stages.
Shrimp, crabs, oysters, and clams, which
support major commercial fisheries,
spend part or all of their lives in in-
shore environment.

There are four major objectives of the
research program which would be made
possible by enactment of this bill. They
are to:

Determine the acute and chronic tox-
icities of some 200 basic pesticidal chemi~
cals on the market, plus the many which
are in various stages of development;

Conduct chemical analyses of plant
and animal tissue to determine the
presence of pesticide residues, to develop
diagnostic procedures for determining
suspected poisonings, and to measure the
degree and duration of toxic conditions
in fish and wildlife habitats;

Carry out field appraisals of immedi-
ate and long-range effects of pest con-
trol operations upon fish and wildlife
populations;

Facilitate the compilation and dis-
semination of findings from research
studies so that chemists, entomologists,
and others may apply such knowledge
in the development of new pest control
materials, formulations, and techniques
of application to minimize hazards to
desirable forms of animal life.

This research would give us the infor-
mation needed so desperately if we are
to protect our valuable wildlife resources
while at the same time minimizing pest
damage to our forests and farmland.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Will the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, HR. 5813?

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CALL OF THE HOUSE
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order tha
a quorum is not present. 3

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 4

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
& call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

Seplember 2

The Clerk c¢alled the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 187]

Hébert Powell
Auchincloss Jackson Rains
Barden Jones, Mo. St. George
Baumhart Kearns Shelley
Bolton Eluczynski Sheppard
Bonner Landrum Sikes
Canfield Lesinski Simpson, Pa.
Carter MeDonough Smith, Va.
Cooley ell Spence
Davis, Tenn. McMillan Steed
Dawson Machrowicz Taylor
Derwinski Madden Thompson, La.
Fallon Magnuson Thomson, Wyo.
Ford Meader Van Pelt
Frazier Michel Weaver
Giaimo Minshall Westland
Hall O'Brien, N.Y. Withrow
Halleck Pilcher ‘Wright

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Foranp). On this rolleall 378 Members
have answered to their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

DIRECTING SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR TO UNDERTAEKE CON-
TINUING STUDIES OF THE EF-
FECTS OF INSECTICIDES AND SO
FORTH

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on. Merchant Marine and Fisheries be
discharged from further consideration of
the bill (S. 1575) to amend the act of
August 1, 1958, to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Interior to under-
take continuing studies of the effects of
insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, and
other pesticides, upon fish and wildlife
for the purpose of preventing losses of
those invaluable natural resources, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
loThe Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol=

WS

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of the Act of August 1, 1858, providing
for continuing studies of the effects of in-
secticides, herbicides, fungicides, and other
pesticides, upon fish and wildlife for the
purpose of preventing losses of those in-
valuable natural resources and for other
purposes is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as are necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.”

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause in the bill S. 1575 and
to insert the language of the bill HR.
5813, which has just passed the House,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DiNcGeLL: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert
the following: That section 2 of the Act of
August 1, 1958, providing for continuing
studies of the effects of insecticides, herbi-
cides, fungicides, and other pesticides, upon
fish and wildlife for the purpose of prevent-
ing losses of those invaluable natural re-
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sources and for other purposes is amended
to read as follows:

“’'Sgc. 2. The sum of $2,565,000 per an-
num is hereby authorized to be appropriated
to carry out the objectives of this Act.""

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed.

A similar House bill (H.R. 5813) was
laid on the table.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. .

STATE TAXATION OF INCOME FROM
INTERSTATE COMMERCE

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
2524) relating to the power of the States
to impose net income taxes on income
derived from interstate commerce and
establishing a Commission on State Tax-
ation of Interstate Commerce and In-
terstate and Inter-governmental Taxa-
tion Problems, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

NO COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION :

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, this bill is a very far-
reaching one, and I cannot understand
why we should pass a bill that goes as
far as this goes without giving it thor-
ough consideration in committee. We
should be absolutely sure that we are
‘proposing the right kind of a law to deal
with the situation confronting us. The
only way I know to be absolutely certain
that a proposal is right and should be
adopted is to have full and complete
hearings before the committee having
jurisdiction. It is possible that such a
hearing would show that this proposal is
satisfactory. On the other hand, it is
possible a hearing will disclose that it
would be a mistake to pass this particu-
lar bill. My point is we do not have
sufficient information to pass on this
proposal for permanent legislation.

It is my understanding that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary has not given
consideration to this bill. I have a very
high regard and great respect for the
chairman of that great committee, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
and for the members of that committee,
and what I shall say, I hope, is not con-
strued in any way as a reflection on the
committee.

Buf, Mr. Speaker, this bill involves a
question of taxes. Now, last week when
the question came up by the gentleman
from Pennnsylvania [Mr. WALTER] pre-
senting it here on the floor—and I re-
served the right to object on the ques-
tion of sending it to conference—it was
then brought out that the bill was just a
temporary bill; that it was not perma-
nent legislation at all. And, I did not
object to it because it was just tempo-
rary, and the fact that it had no hear-
ings or not sufficient hearings—I did not
have any objection to that, but it went
ahead to conference. Now, when it goes
to conference an entirely different bill is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

brought out; a Senate bill is brought
out relating to taxes.

Now, if I understand anything about
parliamentary procedure and the Con-
stitution, questions affecting revenue,
taxes, should originate in the House of
Representatives and in the Committee
on Ways and Means., This bill did not
originate in the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representa~
tives. It originated in the other body,
and having originated there and we
agreeing to a conference and then agree-
ing to the Senate bill, it occurs to me
that there is a serious question about its
being in order. But, I am not raising
that question, I am raising the gues-
tion on the merits,

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill could
be of great harm to the local independ-
ent hometown merchants. Like it is
now, the hometown merchants are pay-
ing all the taxes to help sustain the local
communities, and under the Supreme
Court decisions hereafter the people who
are doing an interstate business, and
from the outside who come into the ter-
ritory of this local merchant and take
part of his business and part of his
profits and make money on it will also
have to pay a fair share of those profits
to the local taxing authority. In other
words, the hometown merchant will
have the burden taken off of him to that
extent. But, if this bill passes, the home-
town merchant will have to continue to
pay all the burden and the outside con-
cern that rushes in and gets business
away from the local merchant will pay
no tax whatsoever on the profits of such
business; just leave it to the hometown
merchant to carry all the burdens.

Now, those questions should be looked
into. I know that we should have uni-
form laws, I realize that there is almost
consternation in at least a part of the
business world by reason of these deci-
sions of the Supreme Court and the ac-
tion of the Supreme Court, and I realize
there should be a uniformity of laws in
the 50 States of the United States, but
we cannot have uniform laws regarding
taxes worked out by a committee that
does not have jurisdiction over taxes.
There is only one committee that has
jurisdiction over taxes, and that is the
Committee on Ways and Means, and
without any disrespect to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York and
the fine members of his committee com-
posed of both political parties, I suggest
that this bill should be taken up anew by
the Committee on Ways and Means and
efforts made to harmonize the different
laws of the different States and have a
bill that will be uniform throughout the
States. I realize the opposition is at a
great disadvantage in opposing this bill,
under the circumstances, but I feel
strongly about it and believe a mistake
will be made if we pass it without proper
and adequate committee consideration.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The regular order
has been demanded.
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Is there objection to the request of
the the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CeLLER] that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report?

Mr. PATMAN. Well, I reserved the
right to object.

The SPEAKER. The regular order
has been demanded.

Mr. PATMAN. Well, I will be com-
pelled to object, Mr. Speaker, if the reg~
ular order is demanded.

The SPEAKER. Then, the Clerk will
read the conference report.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. PATMAN. If I do not object to
the reading, that does not foreclose me
from objecting to the consideration of
the conference report?

The SPEAKER. This is a privileged
matter. No objection lies.

Mr. PATMAN. No objection lies on
this? The Speaker is talking about the
reading ?

The SPEAKER. The Chair is talking
about the conference report, which is
g privileged matter.

Mr. PATMAN. And one objection
would not lie to it? :
The SPEAKER. No objection would.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. PATMAN. Will
chance to debate it?

The SPEAKER. If the
from New York yields time.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask the gentleman from New York
whether he will yield me time to dis-
cuss this matter.

Mr. CELLER. I shall be very glad to
yield to the gentleman in due course.
But I want to say that his fears are
utterly ungrounded.

The regular order was demanded.

The SPEAKER. The regular order
has been demanded and the regular
order is the reading of the conference
report.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection to the
reading of the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

we have a

gentleman

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. RePT. No. 1103)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.25624)
relating to the power of the States to im-
pose net income taxes on income derived
from interstate commerce and establishing a
Commission on State Taxation of Interstate
Commerce and Interstate and Intergovern-
mental Taxation Problems, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the Senate récede from Iits disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and

to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
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inserted by the House amendment insert the
following:
“TITLE I—IMPOSITION OF MINIMUM STANDARD

“Sgc, 101, (a) No State, or political sub=-
division thereof, shall have power to impose,
for any taxable year ending after the date of
the enactment of this Act, a net income tax
on the income derived within such State by
any person from interstate comimerce if the
only business activities within such State by
or on -behalf of such person during such
taxable year are either, or both, of the fol-
lowing:

“(1) the solicitation of orders by such per-
son, or his representative, in such State for
sales of tangible personal property, which or-
ders are sent outside the State for approval
or rejection, and, if approved, are filled by
shipment or delivery from a point outside
the State; and

“{2) the solicitation of orders by such per-
son, or his representative, in such State in
the name of or for the benefit of a prospec-
tive customer of such person, if orders by
such customer to such person to enable such
customer to fill orders resulting from such
solicitation are orders described in para-
graph (1).

*“{b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply to the imposition of a net income
tax by any State, or political subdivision
thereof, with respect to—

(1) any corporation which is incorpo-
rated under the laws of such State; or

“(2) any individual who, under the laws
of such State, if domiciled in, or a resident
of, such State.

“{c). For purposes of subsection (a), a per-
son shall not be considered to have engaged
in business activities within a State during
any taxable year merely by reason of sales
in such State, or the solicitation of orders
for sales in such State, of tangible personal
property on behalf of such person by one or
more independent contractors, or by reason
of the maintenance of an office in such State
by one or more independent contractors
whose activities on behalf of such person in
such State consist solely of making sales, or
soliciting orders for sales, of tangible personal
property.

“(d) For purposes of this section—

*(1) the term ‘independent contractor’
means a commission agent, broker, or other
independent contractor who is engaged in
selling, or soliciting orders for the sale of,
tangible personal property for more than one
prinecipal and who holds himself out as such
in the regular course of his business activi-
ties; and

“(2) the term ‘representative’ does not in-
clude an independent contractor.

“SEc. 102, (a) No State, or political sub-
division thereof, shall have power to assess,
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
any net income tax which was imposed by
such State or political subdivision;, as the
case may be, for any taxable year ending on
or before such date, on the income derived
within such State by any person from inter-
state commerce, if the imposition of such tax
for a taxable year ending after such date is
prohibited by section 101.

*(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not be construed—
~ “(1) to invalidate the collection, on or
before the date of the enactment of this
Act, of any net income tax imposed for a
taxable year ending on or before such date, or

“(2) to prohibit the collection, after the
date of the enactment of this Act, of any
net income tax which was assessed on or
before such date for a taxable year ending
on or before such date.

_ “Sec. 103. For purposes of this title, the
term ‘net income tax’ means any tax im-
posed on, or measured by, net income.

“SEc. 104. If any provision of this title or
the application of such provision to any per-
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son or circumstance is held invalid, the re-
mainder of this title or the application of
such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those to which it is held invalid,
shall not be affected thereby.

“TITLE II—STUDY AND REPORT BY CONGRESSIONAL
" COMMITTEES

“Sec. 201. The Committee on the Judiciary
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Finance of the U.S, Senate,
acting separately or jointly, or both, or any
duly authorized subcommittees thereof, shall
make full and complete studies of all mat-
ters pertaining to the taxation by the States
of income derived within the States from
the conduct of business activities which are
exclusively in furtherance of interstate com-
merce or which are a part of interstate com-
merce, for the purpose of recommending to
the Congress proposed legislation providing
uniform standards to be observed by the
States In imposing income taxes on income
so derived.

“Sec. 202. The Committees shall report to
their respective Houses the results of such
studies together with their proposals for
legislation on or before July 1, 1962."

And the House agree to the same.

Amend the title so as to read: “An act re-
lating to the power of the States to impose
net income taxes on income derived from
interstate commerce, and authorizing studies
by congressional committees of matters per-
taining thereto.”

EMANUEL CELLER,
Frawncis E. WALTER,
E. E. WiLLs,
WiLrniam M., McCULLOCH,
WiLLiam E. MiLLer
Managers on the Part of the House.

HarrY F. BYRD,
RogT. S, KERR,
J. ALLEN FREAR, Jr.,
(ByR.5.K.)
JorN J, WILLIAMS,
FrawK CARLSON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the Senate bill (8. 2524) relating to
the power of the States to impose net income
taxes on income derived from interstate com-
merce and establishing a Commission on
Btate Taxation of Interstate Commerce and
Interstate and Intergovernmental Taxation
Problems, submit the following statement in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

Both the House and Benate bills contain
a minimum activities approach to the prob-
lem of State taxation of income from inter-
state commerce. It was the purpose of both
Houses to specifically exempt from State tax-
ation, income derived from interstate com-
merce where the only business activity within
the State by the out-of-State company was
solicitation. The bills, however, differ in the
language used to accomplish this objective.
The House conferees believe it is more appro-
priate to accept the language of title I of
the Senate bill.

Unlike the House bill, the Senate bill con-
tains no time limitation on the effectiveness
of the immunity granted in the bill. The
Senate bill also contains a more specific treat-
ment of dealings through an independent
contractor, by providing specifically that an
out-of-State business shall not be consid-
ered to be conducting business activities
within the State by reason of solicitation of
orders or sales in that State by an inde-
pendent contractor in its behalf. The con-
ferees have Inserted a clarifying amendment
to this provision of the Senate bill, to assure
that the maintenancé of an office by such an
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independent contractor within the State
shall not subject the out-of-State business
to income taxation.

The Senate bill is limited to sales of and

solicitation of orders for sales of tangible
personal property. The House bill is not so
limited.
' The House bill contains no provision bar-
ring the assessment of taxes for years prior
to the period of immunity specified in the
bill, even though income derived from the
same kind of activity could not be taxed dur-
ing the period specified in the bill. Under
the Benate bill, no State or political subdi-
vision thereof may assess, after enactment
of the bill, taxes for previous years which
would be barred under the standard estab-
lished in the bill. )

Both the House and the Senate, recog-
nizing the complexity of the issues involved,
provided for a study of the entire problem
with a view toward the enactment of ap-
propriate legislation by the Congress. How-
ever, the Senate bill provided for an in-
dependent commission while the House bill
provided that the study was to be made
by Congress. The conferees concluded that
the matter should remain with congres-
sional committees. Consequently, the con-
ferees recommend that the Committee of
the Judiciary of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Pinance of the
Senate shall undertake a study of State
taxation of income derived from interstate
commerce and shall report to the Congress
the results of this study together with pro-
posals for legislation by July 1, 1962, It
is contemplated, of course, that the com-
mittees will consult with the States in this
respect.

EMANUEL CELLER,
Frawcis E. WALTER,
E., E. WiLLis,

Managers on the Part af the House.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, briefly, T
want to state that this bill simply pro-
vides that the taxing State shall not be
privileged to tax income from the solici-
tation of orders going to an out-of-State
business.

It also provides for a study to be made
by the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on the Judiciary
of the House, jointly or separately.
Those committees, jointly or separately,
shall offer proposals for legislation by
July 1, 1962.

The need for this legislation, briefly,
stems from certain decisions of the Su-
preme Court which generated a fear that
the mere solicitation of orders or sales
in a taxing State by an out-of-State cor-
poration would subject that out-of-State
corporation to income taxes in the taxing
State.

All this bill does is to say, on transac-
tions of that sort, there shall be no State
income taxes. If there is a warehouse
or a stock of goods maintained by the
out-of-State corporation in the taxing
State, or the out-of-State corporation
maintains an office in the taxing State,
then there shall be taxation on the net
income earned in the taxing State.

There were differences between the
House bill and the Senate bill, The
House bill had some exemptions which
were broader than the Senate bill, but
the House conferees accepted the nar-
rower provisions of the Senate bill,
namely, that the only exemption shall
be the solicitation of orders.
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It was also agreed that the Senate
would yield to the House on the type of
inquiry that was to be had.

The Senate bill provided for some sort
of Hoover Commission to go into the
ramifications and complexities of this
subject of interstate taxation. Finally,
after argument, they accepted our pro-
posal that the study should be made by
the committees, as I have indicated. I
cannot overemphasize the need for this
study, for this area is one which is en-
tirely deserving of the phrase which
Mr. Churchill coined in another context.
The problem of State taxation as it af-
fects interstate commerce has, indeed,
become “a riddle wrapped in an enigma
inside a mystery.”

That is all there is to this bill; and I
do hope, Mr. Speaker, that the House
will agree to the conference report.

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I think
the reason for the need of this legisla~-
tion is important. As you will recall, the
Supreme Court of the United States
handed down a decision which seemed to
indicate a power to tax interstate com-
merce, which power did not exist, does
not exist, and nobody has ever contended
that that power did exist.

Subsequently  two applications for
writs of certiorari were denied by the
Supreme Court in cases where the only
activity was solicitation. The failure to
grant certiorari in these cases caused
concern on all sides, particularly in the
small business area. There are people
who are not in a position to maintain the
large staffs that corporations doing busi-
ness all over the United States generally
employ. There came from these people
a plea to the Congress to do something
about this uncertain situation.

I might say to my distinguished friend
from Texas that nobody is disposed to
indicate what kind of taxes may or may
not be levied. That is something that is
not considered in this legislation. All
we do is endeavor to convince the small
business people in America that the law,
as they thought it was prior to the de-
nials of certiorari in the Brown Forman
?nd International Shoe cases, is still the
aw.

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLER] yield to me?

Mr. CELLER. I yield fo the gentle-
man.,

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I think the House should
clearly understand it is most imperative
not only that this legislation be enacted,
but that it be enacted now. Contrary to
the remarks of the gentleman from
Texas, this legislation is not broad in
its effect. It is very narrow, indeed. It
covers only the single and simple area
where a corporation does nothing more
within a State than solicit orders. If
that is all the corporation does within
the taxing State, simply soliciting orders,
then under this bill they are exempt
from multiple taxation. This is impor-
tant to small business. Large corpora-
tions can afford the attorneys and the
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accountants necessary to keep books for
the payment of some 34 different State
taxes computed on 34 different State
taxing provisions. But, small business
engaged in interstate commerce who do
nothing more, perhaps than solicit or-
ders either by a salesman within a State
or even just through the mail, have al-
ways thought that they would not be
subject to multiple State taxation. That
was always understood to be the law.
It was always understood to be the law
by the States themselves. They have
never attempted to impose a State in-
come tax on simply the soliciting of
orders by a salesman within a State.
Never has any State done that up to
this time. But, because of the dictum
in these Supreme Court decisions, there
is some question now as to, perhaps,
whether or not a State may from now
on start such taxation.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of New York. Nof at
this. moment—not until I finish my
statement.

Mr. Speaker, as a consequence, it has
placed small business in such a quandary
as to make it almost impossible for them
to know how to proceed. All this bill
does is to restate what has always been
presumed to be the law in connection
with these operations in interstate com-
merce. In addition to that, all it does is
to keep for the Congress itself, since
there has already been an investigation
in this field by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, by the Senate Committee on
Small Business, and since there has al-
ready been constituted a House Commit-
tee, a special subcommittee for the pur-
pose of dealing with this proposition, it
was only felt we should keep the further
investigation and development of this
proposition, because there are many
facets which need investigation and
study, including the respective rights of
the States, including certain questions
regarding warehousemen and interstate
carriers, offices within a State and a
hundred other things. But we simply
have provided that investigation will be
conducted and the results will be re-
ported to the Congress not later than
July 1, 1962.

As far as the other part of the hill is
concerned, the affirmative legislation re-
lates only to the narrow issue of solicit-
ing orders and if it is not passed in this
session, small business will be in such a
chaotic condition that it will probably
cause a tremendous diminishing of our
business in interstate commerce,

Mr. CELLER. The guestion of inter-
state taxation is so complex and so re-
plete with difficulties and mysteries, if
I may use that term, that it would be
well only to set up a minimal standard.
That is all this bill does.

Mr, MILLER of New York. That is all
it does.

Mr. CELLER. It sets up a minimal
standard.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of New York. I do not
have control of the time.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.
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Mr. PATMAN. Will you give me 15
minutes?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
{Mr. PATMAN].

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include therein certain
germane material.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. How much time does
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLreEr] yield to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PATMAN]?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman if he needs it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 10 minutes.
SMALL BUSINESS IS NOT ASKING FOR THIS

PARTICULAR BILL

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, the small
business people are not asking for this
particular law. Any argument that it
helps the little man or the small man
is not a valid argument. The small peo-
ple have not been asking for this at all.
But, I will tell you who has been :
for it, and they are well represented in
Washington, D.C. Anything that hap-
pens in the Supreme Court or in Con-
gress affecting their interest, they know
whom to go to see and they can see them
quickly. They know what to do. This
bill will be a great advantage to inter-
state chains. It will be a great advan-
tage to catalog houses. It will be of
great advantage to people like that, but
it will be a great harm and a disad-
vantage to the hometown merchants.
Under the Supreme Court decision the
local merchants paying all the local
taxes to keep up the community will be
relieved of part of those taxes where a
law imposes taxes upon the outside con-
cern only for the profits made in that
community or'in that area.

Remember, if you pass this bill, you
will tell the hometown merchants that
they must continue to assume all this
burden, and the people on the outside
of the State doing business in that com-
munity in competition with the local
merchants will not have to pay any part
of the taxes, although that person has
taken part of the local merchant’s busi-
ness and the Supreme Court said he
should pay a part of the profits to the
local community just like the home-
town merchant pays. But if you pass
this bill the hometown merchant will
have to continue to pay it all.

I do not know what should be done
about this problem. I know something
should be done but not done quickly.
The Judiciary Committee has set up a
special subcommittee to look into this
very question. They are already organ-
ized. They have not put one witness on
the stand, they have not had any testi-
mony; and this proposal will be perma-
nent law. Read it for yourself. This is
permanent law, it is not just until 1961,
it is forever,

This question of reporting by July 1,
1962, refers only to any additional pro-
posals that might be desired; it does not
refer to this permanent law. Can it be
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said that it is any compliment to the
egreat House of Representatives, 437,
Members, that we would take up a bill
like this that means so much, and pass
it as permanent law without even a com-
mittee hearing?

The hearings in the Senate—I looked
them over; they are not satisfactory.

This is a far-reaching question, I tell
you, and should not be settled by shoot-
ing from the hip or just guessing what
should be done. There are so many ob-
jectionable features associated with the
passage of this bill that I am convinced
that it would be a mistake for Congress
to vote for its enactment at this time.

Let me emphasize the nature of this
measure. It affects millions of dollars
of revenue being collected by the individ-
ual States; it affects the revenues of the
Federal Government; it overrules exist-
ing law; it will have a definite impact
upon the industries and commerce of the
entire Nation. It will invalidate State
laws.

VERY IMPORTANT BILL

I noticed that in the other body the
distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee advised his colleagues that
the bill was one of the most important
pieces of legislation which that body will
consider this year. That was the distin-
guished senior Senator from Virginia,
Senator Byrp. He tells you how impor-
tant it is, but we are asked to pass it
even without a subcommittee hearing,
without any consideration of any kind
whatsoever.

It seems to me, we are facing some-
thing anomalous here for despite the
recognized importance of the measure
under consideration, it develops that no
hearings have been held by any com-
mittee of the House of Representatives
on the bill. I say that today the House
is not prepared to act on this measure
because of inadequate information con-
cerning its need and the consequences
that may follow its enactment.

When the matter was first considered
by the House about a week ago, we un-
derstood that we were voting upon tem-
porary legislation—legislation that would
expire in January of 1961, That situa-
tion has now been changed, for that
which we are now being asked to
approve is permanent legislation. Surely
it is not unreasonable to ask that hear-
ings be held upon a measure of this
character before we are asked to vote
its adoption,

This proposed legislation deals with
taxes and income derived from inter-
state commerce. You cannot escape the
fact that it has to do with the raising of
revenue which fact was recognized in the
other body because it was there con-
sidered by the Finance Committee, This
measure, however, was first considered
and voted upon in the other body and
it was not until several days thereafter
that the House of Representatives acted
on this problem. S. 2524 did not origi-
nate in the House and has not been con-
sidered by the Ways and Means Com-=-
mittee. Is that in violation of the Con-
stitution of the United States?

Is that in violation of the rules of
this House?

It seems to me that in this field the
first thing that Congress should attempt
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1o bring about is the uniformity in the
application of tax laws affecting inter-
state commerce, but this bill does not
deal with this aspect of the problem.
We are considering legislation affecting
the power of the States to impose taxes
on interstate corporations and if the
Congress could enact legislation en-
couraging each of the States to apply
this power uniformly, the principal need
of those companies operating extensively
in interstate commerce would be met.
So I hope we can have more hearings
on this bill in order that something can
be done to remove any unnecessary
burden which interstate companies are
now experiencing in paying their income
taxes to the States.

This matter is important to all busi-
nessmen in the United States—not mere-
ly those who represent large firms en-
gaged in selling and shipping mer-
chandise throughout the country, The
small hometown merchants are in di-
rect competition with many who are
engaged in selling and shipping mer-
chandise in interstate commerce. We
should make sure that the hometown
merchants in such situations do not have
imposed upon them by the government
of the State of their residence a tax
which the same government is pre-
vented from placing upon a direct com-
petitor by act of the Congress of the
United States. At the present time the
tax burdens of the small locally owned
merchants are shared with their inter-
state competitors. This measure would
enable the interstate companies to
avoid paying their share of such taxes.
The bill, therefore, is detrimental and
prejudicial to locally owned small busi-
ness concerns,

Recently, the House Small Business
Committee received a large amount of
testimony and other evidence how these
large nationwide firms are taking ad-
vantage of tax privileges and other
“gimmicks” to destroy small business-
men who are doing business in only one
locality in a State. We should take care
to avoid adding to the burdens of small
businessmen in that respect. For that
and other obvious reasons, this tax bill,
S. 2524, should receive the utmost and
careful consideration by all Members of
Congress. In doing that, we need the
help and advice of our tax experts who
are members of the Ways and Means
Committee.

Without doubt, the two Supreme Court
decisions evoked concern and unrest
among those companies doing business
in all 50 States of the Union because
they feared that they would now be
plagued with the burden of complying
with income tax laws of 50 different
States, many of which would require
special records and differing methods of
calculation, and so forth. I understand
that there are 35 States at the present
time that have corporate income tax
laws and that 3 States, Idaho, Utah,
and Tennessee, have amended their laws
so as to be able to take advantage of the
recent Supreme Court decisions. The
passage of this bill will invalidate State
laws in conflict with it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I believe
the interstate companies are entitled to
legislation removing those onerous bur-
dens that would stem from differing
State tax laws and I believe that it is this
problem which the Congress should first
attempt to solve. Hearings must be held
in order to accomplish this objective and
it should be done as soon as possible.
But the legislation before the House to-
day merely provides that certain large
companies doing business in many differ-
ent States, may avoid sharing the tax
burden presently borne by their locally
owned, small business competitors, and
I must oppose the bill because it makes it
more difficult for the small locally owned
merchant to compete against his large
interstate competitor.

Mr, Speaker, may I ask the Members
to seriously consider this matter. It is
far reaching. What is proposed here is
permanent legislation that has never
been considered by a committee. The
only way I know to reach it is to vote
down this conference report and force
the committee to have hearings on this
proposal and bring in a bill after going
to the Rules Committee to get a rule.
This is not the right way to legislate on
important matters like this that mean so
much to the hometown merchants. We
should not pass a law that could possibly
diseriminate against them.

A vote against this conference report
is a vote for full and complete hearings
before the proper committee of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio. _

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ex-
pect to vote for the conference report
on the bill relating to the power of the
States to impose net income taxes on
income derived from interstate com-
merce and to urge the Members of the
House to support the report. If you
will look at page 17770, you will see that
the conference committee report was
unanimously approved by the number of
members thereof. I wish to associate
myself with the statement of the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary,
my colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALTER], of that commi{-
tee, and my colleague, of that commit-
tee, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MIiILLER].

I do not agree with the state-
ment of my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr., PATMaN],
who is chairman of the Committee on
Small Business, upon which I serve,
when he says that this bill will be detri-
mental and prejudicial to small town lo-
cal businessmen. There is nothing in
this bill which will result in any injury
to small town local businessmen. If is
my studied judgment that this confer-
ence committee report when it becomes
law, in effect will, in substance, restate
that which we all thought was the law
up until this time.

Furthermore, Mr, Speaker, I am of
the opinion that the Congress of the
United States would have been fully
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justified in writing much broader prohi-
bitions in this field. I would have been
pleased had section 3 of the original
Senate bill, drafted by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Finance
of the other body, been a part of this
report. But, in view of the urgency of
this matter, and in view of the thou-
sands of communications that have
come from small business all over
America regarding the uncertainty that
will result or is resulting from the Su-
preme Court decisions, it is particular-
ly important that the Congress act be-
fore we adjourn.

~ This matter has been under study, if
not by hearings in the Committee on the
Judiciary, by many individual members
of the committee and of the House. The
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means of the House
suggested that this matter be referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary. The
distinguished chairman of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of
the House has urged that this matter be
submitted to the Judiciary Committee of
the House, and so has the ranking mi-
nority member of each of those commit-
tees so consented.

The conference report provides for a
study by the Committee on Finance of
the other body, and the Committee on
the Judiciary of the House, either acting
jointly or severally, or as subcommittees
thereof, and to report on or before July
1, 1962. With all those provisions in the
conference report, I want to say to the
Members of the House that they can
safely vote for the report and give not
only small business—and I am particu-
larly interested in small business—but
big business, as well, the certainty that
they need in their operations in inter-
state commerce.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I believe
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN],
for whom I have great respect, has indi-
cated fears which are more imaginary
than real. This should not be a final
bill. In other words, it is temporary in
its nature because of the accompanying
provision for a study. The study that we
set up will reveal the ramifications and
the complexities of State taxation of
interstate commerce. The study will try
to develop uniform State taxation for-
mulas. Certainly, I say to the gentleman
from Texas, one does not need extensive
hearings to set up a bill that would pro-
vide primarily for a study.

I can assure the gentleman from Texas
that I am just as solicitous of small busi-
ness as he is, and I ean say that this is
not hurtful to small business.

We have had many, many communi-
cations from small business all over the
country which clearly indicate to the
contrary, that they want this legislation.
And if that is the case, I cannot conceive
how it would injure small business. We
shall have hearings, and the gentleman
from Texas will have ample opportunity
to present his views before these com-
mittees that have been set up.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I received a number of letters from
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small business people who want this bill
passed. Some of them will have to go
out of business unless this bill is passed.
In my hometown I have some 75 to 100
firms engaged in the granite business,
and practically all of them will have to go
out of business unless this bill is passed.

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I think the gentleman from
Tennessee points up very pointedly and
very forcefully the great necessity for
the immediate passage of this legisla-
tion. What the gentleman from Ten-
nessee has admitted in effeet is that
never before that Supreme Court deci-
sion had the State of Tennessee levied
any tax upon a corporation whose sole
activity was that of soliciting orders
within' the State—never before. If
they had, they would not need this
new statute. So, because of this new
Supreme Court decision many States
now say, “Ah, now, apparently accord-
ing to this decision for the first time in
the history of our country, we can im-
pose these artificial barriers, tariff bar-
riers in each of the 48 States, to inter-
state commerce.”

The answer to the question is legally
that regardless whether this bill is
passed or whether it is not, the Tennes-
see statute in my judgment would be de-
clared unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court of the United States as being an
undue burden on interstate commerce.
I do not think there is any dquestion
about that. But if each State could
pass such a statute as they did in Ten-
nessee, there is not a single business-
man in all America who would know
what he was doing, what taxes he owed,
or to what State, or how much, or on
what formula, or on what theory.

The purpose of this legislation is to
make uniform, and to make a part of
the statutory law, that which has al-
ways been considered to be the law,
namely, that the mere solicitation of
orders within a State by a corporation
does not subjeet that corporation to a
multiplicity of State taxation, namely, 48.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Par-
Man] said that small business was not
interested in this legislation, that they
did not want it.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I did not
say that.

Mr. MILLER of New York. What did
the gentleman say?

Mr. PATMAN. Small business was
not asking for this bill.

Mr. MILLER of New York. All right,
small business was not asking for this
bill. I am surprised that the gentleman
from Texas, being the chairman of the
Select Committee on Small Business,
has not been made aware of the fact
that small business all over this coun-
try are pleading for this legislation, un-
less it is because small businessmen all
over America have finally come to the
conclusion that they cannot get any
help from him because they certainly
have written to every member of the
special committee set up to study this
question. We have received literally
thousands of communications from

17773

small business asking for this tax relief,
The gentleman from Texas was talking
about tax revenues that the States would
lose and that small businessmen within
the State would have to absorb, if this
were passed. I say to the Members of
the House, no State ever received one
dime of revenue from interstate busi-
ness which is now made exempt under
this law. It only clarifies and puts in
statute form what has always been pre-
sumed to be the law both by officers of
the Federal Government and by the re-
spective States. This is not going to
help the chain stores. Every chain store
or every chain that has a store in any
State will be subject to taxation by that
State. This is simply a soliciting of
orders bill, and is in the interest of small
business and in the interest of elimi-
nating confusion, it should be passed
and passed immediately by this Con=
gress.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WHITENER].

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very interested in this legislation for
reasons exactly opposite those, ap-
parently, of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Patman]. This legislation is neces-
sary because of recent unfortunate de-
cisions by the Supreme Court, which for
the first timre held that States were en-
titled to impose taxes upon business
strietly and exclusively within interstate
commerce notwithstanding that there-
tofore the Supreme Court had stead-
fastly held there must be some jurisdic-
tional basis, as that term is generally
understood by lawyers, to support tax-
ation. When we go back to the case
of Miller Brothers against Maryland
where sales or use taxes were involved,
the Supreme Court in 1954 held that
Maryland could not impose such a tax
where there was no jurisdictional basis
such as a warehouse or some facility
within the State of Maryland of this
Delaware merchant.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PaT-
MAN] says he has no complaint from
small business people. His experience in
this matter differs from mine. I was
one of the first to introduce a bill to
correct these unfortunate decisions in
the Stockham Valve case and in the
Northwestern States Cement case—the
Minnesota and Georgia cases.

In my particular district six of the
seven counties border on other States,
the State of South Carolina on the south
and Tepnessee on the north. Small
business people in my distriet in the six
counties carry on dry cleaning opera-
tions, independent wholesale grocery
businesses, independent drug whole=
saling, textile machinery parts, machine
shops and other small concerns. They
cross the State lines back and forth with-
out any hesitancy whatsoever.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WHITENER. Not at the mo-
ment. A

Mr. Speaker, they are faced with the
problem now of keeping numerous rec-
ords. Many of them are small opera-
tions with the owner and, perhaps, his
wife or his daughter trying to keep the
multiplicity of records required of them.
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There has been created an additional
burden unless some legislative relief is
given to them.

Let me say this about the conference
report which we have before us. There
are some features of this legislation that
I do not feel meet the entire problem.
This is, however, merely a temporary or
stopgap measure, and we must do
something now, I think, in the interest
of the small businesses. Let me further
say this. The big business people have
not contacted me. It is the little busi-
ness people who are concerned.

As far as my friend, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Patman], talking about
the giant chainstores, they have been
paying taxes upon the allocable part of
their income derived from operations
within the various States—the 35 States,
which have income taxes, because there
is an incontrovertible jurisdictional
basis for such taxation. This act will
not change that at all. I say this is
needed legislation. If I were drawing
the bill, I would draw it, as I did, and
the one which was introduced by me
earlier.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COHELAN. I wonder if our dis-
tinguished colleague, the- gentleman
from North Carolina, can clarify this
point for me. It is my understanding
that the U.S. Supreme Court nearly 40
years ago in United States Glue Co. v.
Oak Creek case (247 U.S. 321) held a
State may impose a fairly apportioned
net income tax on a foreign corporation
whose business operations within the
State are wholly of an interstate char-
acter.

Mr. WHITENER. I will say to the
gentleman that no less an authority
than Mr. Justice Frankfurter, and I
would commend his dissenting opinion
in the Stockham Valve case to the
gentleman, says that this is not correct.
There is a law review article in the
Seventh Tulane Tax Institute Report
that I have on my desk supporting the
proposition that this was the first de-
parture from the old rule that trans-
actions exclusively within interstate
commerce are not subject to State tax-
ation unless there is a jurisdictional
base. I might further point out to my
friend that the case to which he refers
involved a gross receipts tax. It is dis-
tinguishable from the Stockham and
Northwestern cases.

Mr, COHELAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. CoFFIN].

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to address myself to the bill under con-
sideration from the point of view of the
small businessman in whom so many of
us on both sides of the aisle are inter-
ested.

When I practiced law back in Maine
I represented a number of small firms,
such as those manufacturing shoes, em-
ploying anywhere from 30 to 50 or 75
people. They can sell their product and
make a profit only by going beyond the
borders of the State, and when they
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make a good product they go into as
many States as possible. They cannot
afford elaborate sales organizations.
They usually are represented by agents
with several other principals. Without
this legislation, such firms are in the
position of keeping such records and
incurring such burdens that it is ex-
tremely doubtful that many of them
could continue to engage in this type
of activity.

It seems to me, as the gentleman
from New York has said, that this leg-
islation is necessary as a stopgap. Re-
finements can be considered as this
study continues, but without it many
small firms, many small businessmen,
not only in my State but all over the
country, will be severely prejudiced, and
I suspect a number of them will be
driven out of business.

Mr. Speaker, I urge very emphatically
that we undertake this minimum legis-
lation. I think we owe it to many kinds
of small business in all parts of this
Nation. Not to pass this bill is to con-
template and acquiesce in a Balkaniza-
tion of this country that this body is
placed here to guard against. That is
one of our primary functions.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that this con-
ference report be adopted.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. BAILEY].

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, Speaker, joining
the committee that is offering this leg-
islation and urging approval of this leg-
islation, may I say that at least 15 or 20
industries in my State, West Virginia—
and I am thinking about the glass indus-
try in particular—do business in 48
States of the continental United States.
They are pleading for the passage of
some kind of legislation that will offset
the decision of the Supreme Court and
break up this plan of the States asses-
sing taxes on their activities in various
States. I cannot think of any industry
hurt as badly as the glass industry. We
have been hurt severely by the competi-
tion of imports, likewise with the pottery
industry and various other industries in
my State.

I urge support of this legislation.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report as a
Member who filed a similar piece of legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, if this bill is not passed
we will only open up the Pandora’s box
of uncertainty and chaos for businesses
throughout the 50 States of the Union.

In regard to the statement of the gen-
tleman from Texas that small business
is against this bill, T have here in my
hand letters from over a hundred small
business concerns in Massachusetts
which have written to me requesting that
I do everything possible to see that this
billis passed.

For example, I read the following letter
from the Valley Paper Co., of Holyoke,
Mass., dated August 4, and addressed to
me:

Please refer to Senate Joint Resolution 113,
8. 2213, and 8. 2281 dealing with State taxa-
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tion of income derived solely from interstate
transactions. :

We desire to register our strong support
of this proposed legislation and therefore
urge your cooperation accordingly—which
we believe to be in accordance with the views
of thousands of business organizations, both
large and small.

Mr. Speaker, I want to ask a ques-
tion of the chairman of the committee:
First of all, does he feel that the States
have jurisdiction to tax out-of-State cor-
porations? And, assuming that they did
have jurisdiction, what determines the
proportion of the corporation’s income
subject to tax by the State?

Mr. CELLER. That isone of the ques-
tions that the study we are setting up
will concentrate on. It is a very difficult
question to decide. That is why we want
this bill, so the Congress will have the
results of the deliberations of Members
of Congress with the Senate on this vex-
atious subject.

Mr. PATMAN. I am sure the gentle-
man did not intend to leave the impres-
sion that this is a study bill by a com-
mittee?

Mr. CELLER. Not atall.

Mr, PATMAN. I would like to ask the
gentleman if it is not a fact it has two
titles and that the first title will be per-
manent law?

Mr, CELLER. As far as solicitation is
concerned it is permanent, but only in
the sense that if this study comes to the
House and the result of this study shows
that the laws should be changed with
reference to solicitation, the recommen-
dation will be made and the Congress
will have the opportunity to change it.
That is all there is to if. I still maintain
that this is stopgap legislation. Beyond
that we do not go.

Mr. PATMAN. But title I is perma-
nent law?

Mr, CELLER. It is not permanent in
the sense that the gentleman says it is.
It is permanent in the sense I gave it to
the gentleman. Changes will be recom-
mended, if at all, by the study committee,

Mr. PATMAN. And new hearings will
have to be held.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Representing a district
bordering on the State of Minnesota,
which taxes interstate commerce;, I
strongly support this bill.. - -

This legislation is the minimum aetion
that should be taken here and now by
Congress if a situation of confusion and
chaos is to be averted as between all the
States of this Union. I want to commend
the conference committee, and I have no
doubt that the distinguished chairman
of the House Judiciary Committee, Mr.
CELLER, together with the members of
his committee, will begin a study of this
important problem at the earliest pos-
sible date to the end that reasonable and
permanent legislation may be enacted.

I thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding to me for this brief state-
ment,

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to support S. 2524. By limiting
taxation on mere solicitation of inter-
state business, this bill gives greater cer-
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ta{nty to the law on State taxation of
such business. This is-a great improve-
ment.

By setting up a commission to study
this whole problem, as provided in this
legislation, we will take a great step for-
ward because we will insure a careful
overall examination, and we will guaran-
tee a well-considered recommendstion
for a further law to eliminate in detail
any unfair tax restrictions on business
between the States.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on S.
2524, prohibiting States from imposing
net income taxes on income derived from
interstate commerce and recommending
that the House Judiciary Committee and
the Senate Finance Committee under-
take a study of State taxation of income
derived from interstate commerce, and
make a report of the studies and recom-
mendation for legislation to Congress by
July 1, 1962.

This is stopgap legislation resulting
from the Supreme Court decision in the
Stockham Valves case. Some charges
have been made that this legislation will
hurt small business: The many letters
I have received from business firms in
my congressional district would indicate
that these- businesses would be hurt if
this legislation is not enacted. If there
are any inequities in the stopgap legis-
lation before us, they will be corrected
during the study to be made by the
House Judiciary Committee and Senate
Finance Committee and new recommen-
dations will come back to Congress in
less than 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, businessmen have been
in- a quandary regarding this matter
since the Supreme Court decision was
rendered. This type of business result-
ing from solicitation in a State with the
orders to be filled by shipment from a
point outside a State has not been sub-
‘ject to taxation by States in the past. I
know that there has been pressure ex-
erted by State comptrollers and State

taxing authorities to kill this legislation,

but we are not taking anything from the
States. The States have never taxed the
net income from this type of business.

Mr, Speaker, I ask permission to in-
clude two of the many letters I have re-
ceived from businessmen indicating the
feeling of the business community on the
Supreme Court decision and the need of
this legislation which I hope will pass
the House this afternoon.

GARDNER-BROOKS, INC.,
Springfield, Mass., July 16, 1959,
The Honorahle EpwARD P, BOLAND,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mr. Boranp: We at Gardner-
Brooks, Inc., and most informed folks with
whom I have discussed the matter feel
very confident that some Federal legislation
is urgently needed fo prohibit any State
from taxing businesses engaged in interstate
commerce except when such firms have a
permanent place of business within that
State’s borders.

We believe that the unrestricted flow of
interstate commerce has been a major fac-
tor in making our country strong.

A multiplicity of State income taxes with
varying formulas levied by every State in
which goods are sold or to which goods are
shipped, with the myriad of problems, ob-
stacles, and costs incident thereto, could

pyramid the costs of doing interstate busi-
ness and the cost of living to the publiec.

We believe that the effect of such a tax-
ation problem could have even more
adverse effects on domestic business growth
than were individual States permitted by
the Constitution to levy tariffs on interstate
shipments.

We believe that current active congres-
sional interest in this newly arisen problem
will be most constructive.

Sincerely yours,
J. LoriNG BROOKS,
President.
UnireEp ELASTIC CORPY,
Easthampton, Mass., May 8, 1959.
The Honorable EpwARD P. BOLAND,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr CoNGRESSMAN Boranp: The United
Elastic Corp., a Massachusetts corporation
with plants located in Massachusetts, Con-
necticut, and Virginia, doing an interstate
business of $25 million annually, urges im-
mediate Federal legislative action to clarify
the recent Supreme Court decision uphold-
ing tax of corporations in interstate com-
merce. .

In our opinion the Supreme Court by its
decision did not uphold the infent nor the
letter of the first article of the Constitution
of the United States which limits the powers
of the Btates to tax or impose duties on
articles exported from any State.

We feel that the Supreme Court by its
decislon opens the floodgate for individual
States to impose taxes on income that has
been previously taxed. In addition the de-
cision forces on all corporations and indi-

viduals doing interstate business the addi-

tional burden of keeping books and records,
making returns, applying numerous formulas
for the allocation of income in compliance
with the varied laws of the 49 States. All
this imposes a tremendous burden on cor-
porations doing interstate commerce busi-
ness. : ’

We, therefore, urge immediate Federal
legislative action for the purpose of clarify-
ing the recent Supreme Court decision re-
garding State ts.xatlon of interstate com-
merce.

Respectfully yom.
H., W. CoNaNT,
President.

CELLER. Mr Speaker, I move
the .previous guestion. :

The previous guestion was ordered.
~The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on
the conference report.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. PATMAN),
there were—ayes 130, noes 28.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, and I make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER. A quorum is not
present,

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant-at-Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 359, nays 31, not voting 45, as
follows:

[Roll No. 158]
YEAS—359

Abbitt Allen Auchincloss
Abernethy Andersen, Avery
Adair Minn. Bailey
Addonizio Arends Baker
Alexander Ashley Baldwin
Alford Ashmore Barr
Alger Aspinall Barry
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Bass, NH.
Bass, Tenn.
Bates
Becker
Beckworth

Bennett, Mich.

Bentley
Berry

Betts
Blatnik
Blitch
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bosch

Bow

Bowles
Boykin
Boyle
Brademas
Bray
Breeding
Brewster
Brock
Brooks, La.
Brooks, Tex.
Broomfield
Brown, Ga.
Brown, Mo,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buckley
Budge
Burke, Ky.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson
Bush
Byrnes, Wis.
Cahill
Cannon
Carnahan
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chelf
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church
Clark

Coffin
Cohelan
Collier
Colmer
Conte

Cook
Corbett
Cramer
Cunningham
Curtin
Curtis, Mass,
Curtis, Mo,

Daddario
Danlels
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
Delaney
Denton
Derounian
Devine
Diggs
Dixon

Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fenton
Fino
Fisher
Flood
Flynn
Flynt

Foley

Forand
Forrester
Fountain -
Frelinghuysen
Friedel

Fulton
Gallagher

Garmats
Gary
Gathings
Gavin
George
Glaimo
Glenn
Goodell
Grant
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Gubser
Haley
Halleck
Halpern
Hardy
Hargis
Harris
Harrison
Hays
Healey
Hébert
Hechler
Hemphill
Henderson
Herlong
Hess
Hiestand
Hoeven
Hoffman, I1l.

Hoffman, Mich.

Hogan

Holt
Holtzman
Horan
Hosmer
Huddleston
Hull

Tkard

Inouye

Irwin
Jarman
Jennings
Jensen
Johansen
Johnson, Md.

Johnson, Wis.

Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Judd
Karsten
Karth
Easem
Eastenmeler
Kee

Eeith
Eelly
Keogh
Ellburn
Kllday
Kilgore
King, Utah
Eirwan
Eitchin
Eluczynskl
Knox

Eowalskl
Lafore
Laird
Lane

" Langen

Lankford
Latta
Lennon
Levering
Libonati
Lindsay
Lipscomb
Loser
MeCormack
MeCulloch
MecDowell
McFall
McGinley
McIntire
McMillan
McSween
Macdonald
Mack, Wash,
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Marshall
Martin
Mason
Matthews
May
Meader
Merrow
Meyer
Michel
Miller, Clem
Miller,
George P,
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Miller, N.X,
Milliken
Mills
Mitehell

Moeller
Monagan

- Moore

Moorhead
Morgan
Morris, Okla.
Morrison
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Mumma
Murphy
Murray
Natcher
Nelsen
Norblad
Norrell
O'Brien, IIl,
O'Hara, Ill.
O'Hara, Mich,
O'EKonskl
O'Neill
Oliver
Osmers
Ostertag
Passman
Pelly
Perkins
Philbin
Pilcher
FPillion
Pirnie

Poff
Porter
Preston
Price
Pucinski

Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rogers,
Rogers,

Rooney
Rostenkowskl

Simpson, I11.
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
Smith, Kans,
Smith, Miss.
Smith, Va.
Spence
Springer
Steed
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Taber {
Teague, Callf,
Teller
Thomas
Thompson ’I‘ex




Van Zandt Whitener Wright
Vinson ‘Whitten Yates
Wainwright Widnall Young
‘Wallhauser ‘Wier Younger
Walter Williams Zablockl
Wampler ‘Willis Zelenko
‘Watts Wilson
Wels Winstead
NAYS—31

Anderson, Green, Pa. Montoya

Mont. Hagen Morris, N. Mex,
Baring Harmon Nix
Barrett Holifleld Patman
Bennett, Fla. Holland Plost
Burdick Johnson, Calif. Prokop
Byrne, Pa. Johnson, Colo. Roosevelt
Coad King, Calif. Bisk
Dent McGovern Toll
Dingell Mack, I11. ‘Wolt
Granahan Metealf

NOT VOTING—45

Albert Ford Powell
Andrews Frazier 8t. George
Anfuso Griffin Sikes
Ayres Hall Simpson, Pa.
Barden Jackson Slack
Baumhart Jones, Mo. Staggers
Belcher Eearns Taylor
Bolton Landrum Teague, Tex.
Bonner Lesinski Thompson, La.
Canfield MecDonough Thompson, N.J.
Carter Machrowics Van Pelt
Cooley Magnuson Weaver
Dague Minshall Westland
Davis, Tenn, O'Brien, N.Y. Wharton
Derwinskl Poage Withrow

So the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Anfuso with Mr. Baumhart.

Mr. Lesinski with Mr. Taylor.

Mr. O'Brien of New York with Mr, Ford.

Mr. Thompson of Louisiana with Mr, Van
Pelt,

Mr. Carter with Mr. Withrow.

Mr. Albert with Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl-
vania,

Mr. Frazier with Mr. Kearns.

Mr. Machrowlcz with Mr. Grffin.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Slack with Mr. Ayres.

Mr. Magnuson with Mr. Belcher.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr,
Weaver. .

Mr, Cooley with Mr. Westland.

Mr. Andrews with Mr. Wharton.

Mr. Hall with Mrs, St. George.

Mr. Powell with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. McDonough.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Bonner with Mr. Jackson.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Dague.

Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Canfield.

Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico and Mr.
DINGELL changed their votes from
l‘yea,! to “nay"b

Mr. BASS of Tennessee and Mr.
KNOX changed their votes from ‘nay"
tO “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to extend their remarks on the confer-
ence report just agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to permission granted
I would further like to clarify a point
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with respect to the bill S. 2524, as passed
by the House and Senate. It is not the
intention of this legislation, in my opin-
ion, that goods shipped into a State and
temporarily at rest in a public ware-
house should be singled out as a basis for
the levying of a State tax against the
shipper or manufacturer.

Mrs. WEIS. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely pleased that the conference re-
port on S. 2524 is being called up for
consideration today, and I think the
members of the Judiciary Committee
are to be especially commended for the
dispatch with which they have moved in
seeking a solution to this vexatious prob-
lem of State taxation of interstate com-
merce.

In the past, interstate commerce has
been at least relatively free from the
burdens of multiple State taxation. As
a result of the court decisions in the
Stockham Valve case and in the North-
western States Cement case, however,
the door may now be open for any State
to step in and impose crushing taxes on
firms located outside, but doing busi-
ness within, the boundaries of that State.

The burden of such taxation would be
especially severe for the small-business
man, whose volume of business in any
one State would probably not even war-
rant continuing to do business in States
imposing such taxes,

In fact, several firms in my own 38th
Distriet of New York have indicated to
me that their volume of business in
some States would be such that they
probably could not even afford the ad-
ministrative costs connected with keep-
ing the voluminous records necessary to
pay the taxes, let alone the taxes them-
selves.

Just this week, I have received word
that 70 percent of the gross sales, both
wholesale and retail, of the companies
in Newark, N.¥., are made in interstate
commerce throughout the entire coun-
try. Newark is the largest city in
Wayne County, N.¥., which I am priv-
ileged to represent in the Congress, and
it would be a fearful blow to the com-
munity’s economy if crushing income
taxes were suddenly imposed by a num-
ber of States in which Newark’s business
firms are operating.

8. 2524 deals with a portion of the
problem by prohibiting States from tax-
ing income derived solely from the solici~
tation of orders within a given State by
out-of-State companies. The language
of the bill itself makes it clear that this
is not the final answer to the entire prob-
lem by providing for continued study by
two separate committees of the Congress.
But it definitely represents a step in the
right direction, a step which is of vital
importance to every businessman operat-
ing in interstate commerce.

Mr. Speaker, the absence of artificial
trade barriers between the States has
been responsible for much of the dy-
namic growth of this Nation, and the
Congress has a grave responsibility to
see that these channels of trade remain
free and open. S. 2524 will serve the
best interests of thousands of small-busi-
ness men throughout the country, and I
urge adoption of this conference report.
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR 1960, HR. 8575

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from California
[Mr, Suepparp], I ask unanimous con-
sent that the managers on the part of
the House have until midnight to file a
conference report on the military con-
struction appropriation bill for 1960,
namely, H.R. 8575.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

AMENDING COMMUNICATIONS ACT
OF 1934 WITH RESPECT TO EQUAL~
TIME PROVISIONS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
2424) to amend the Communications Act
of 1934 in order to provide that the
equal-time provisions with respect to
candidates for public office shall not
apply to news and other similar pro-
grams, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement,

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1089)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8.
2424) to amend the Communications Act of
1934 in order to provide that the equal-time
provisions with respect to candidates for
public office shall not apply to news and
other similar programs, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to.
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lleu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the House amendment insert
the following: “That section 315(a) of the
Communications Act of 1934 is amended by
inserting at the end thereof the following
sentences: "Appearance by a legally qualified
candidate on any—

“*(1) bona fide newscast,

“*(2) bona fide news interview,

“'(3) bona fide news documentary (if the
appearance of the candidate is incidental to
the presentation of the subject or subjects
covered by the news documentary), or

**(4) on-the-spot coverage of bona fide
news events (including but not limited to
political conventions and activities inciden-
tal thereto),
shall not be deemed to be use of a broad-
casting station within the meaning of this
subsection, Nothing in the foregoing sen-
tence shall be construed as relieving broad-
casters, in connection with the presentation
of newscasts, news interviews, news docu-
mentaries, and on-the-spot coverage of news
events, from the obligation imposed upon
them under this Act to operate in the public
interest and to afford reasonable opportu-
nity for the discussion of conflicting views
on issues of public importance.’
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“Sec. 2. (a) The Congress declares its in-
tention to reexamine from time to time the
amendment to section 315(a) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 made by the first
section of this Act, to ascertain whether such
amendment has proved to be effective and
practicable.

“(b) To assist the Congress in making its
reexaminations of such amendment, the
Federal Communications Commission shall
include in each annual report it makes to
Congress a statement setting forth (1) the
information and data used by it in deter-
mining guestions arising from or connected
with such amendment, and (2) such recom-
mendations as it deems necessary in the
public interest.”

And the House agree to the same.

ORrEN HARRIS,
WALTER ROGERS,
JoHN J. FLYNT, Jr.,
JoHN B. BENNETT
(By J. ARTHUR YOUNGER),
J. ARTHUR YOUNGER,
‘Wi, H. AVERY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JoHN O. PASTORE,
A, 8. Mige MONRONEY,
STROM THURMOND,
CLIFFORD P. CASE,
Huca ScorT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 2424) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934, in order to
provide that the equal-time provisions with
respect to candidates for public office shall
not apply to news and other similar pro-
grams, submit the following statement in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed

upon by the conferees and recommended in

the accompanying conference report:

Section 315(a) of the Communications Act
of 1934 now provides that if any radio or
television licensee permits any person who
is a legally qualified candidate for any public
office to use a broadcasting statlon, such
licensee must afford equal opportunities to
all other candidates for that office in the
use of such broadcasting station.

The bill (5. 2424) as passed by the Senate
would have added to section 315(a) a sen-
tence as follows: “Appearance by a legally
qualified candidate on any newscast, news
interview, mnews documentary, on-the-spot
coverage of news events, shall not be deemed
to be use of a broadcasting station within the
meaning of this subsection, but nothing in
this sentence shall be construed as changing
the basic intent of Congress with respect
to the provisions of this Act, which recog-
nizes that television and radio frequencies
are in the public domain, that the license to
operate in such frequencies requires opera-
tion in the public interest, and that in news-
casts, news interviews, news documentaries,
on-the-spot coverage of news events, all sides
of public controversies shall be given as fair
an opportunity to be heard as is practically
possible.”

In addition, the bill, as it passed the Sen=-
ate, contained a section. 2, declaring the
intent of Congress to reexamine the amend-
ment above referred to at or before the end
of the 3-year perlod immediately following
the enactment of this proposed legislation, to
ascertain whether the amendment was effec-
tive and practicable. It also included a sec-
tion 8 to require the Federal Communica-
tions Commission to report to Congress an-
nually, during such 3-year period, certain
information to ald the Congress in its re-
examination of the effectiveness and prac-
ticability of the amendment being made to
sectlon 315(a).
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. - The House struck out all after the enact~
ing clause of the Senate bill and inserted a
substitute which merely amended section
315(a) by adding at the end thereof a new
sentence, as follows: “Appearance by a legal-
1y qualified candidate on any bona fide news~
cast (including news interviews) or on any
on-the-spot coverage of news events (in-
cluding, but not limited to, political con-
ventions and activities incidental thereto),
where the appearance of the candidate on
such newscast, interview, or in connection
with such coverage is incidental to the
presentation of news, shall not be deemed to
be use of broadcasting station within the
meaning of this subsection.”

The differences’ between the substitute
passed by the House and the substitute
agreed to in conference are as follows:

THE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 315(A)

The first section of the conference sub-
stitute adds to section 315(a) a new sen-
tence having the same general purpose as
the new sentence proposed by the House sub-
stitute. However, there are differences which
represent compromises between the Senate

‘and House positions on certain points.

Under the House provision an appearance
would have been exempted from the equal
time requirement only “where the appear-
ance of the candidate on such newscast, in-
terview, or in connection with such cover-
age is incidential to the presentation of
news.” The Senate provision contained no
language comparable to this, and it is omit-
ted from the conference substitute, except
as explained below.

The Senate bill exempted an appearance
on a “news interview,” while the House
amendment exempted such an appearance
only when it was included as part of a
bona fide newscast. In the conference sub-
stitute an appearance on a “bona fide news
interview"” is exempted without regard to
whether it 1s included as a part of a news-
cast.

The intention of the committee of con-
ference is that in order to be considered
“bona fide"” a news interview must be a regu-
larly scheduled program.

It is intended that in order for a news
interview to be considered “bona fide"” the
content and format thereof, and the par-
ticipants, must be determined by the li-
censee in the case of a mnews interview
originating with the licensee of a station and
by the network in the case of a news in-
terview originating with a network; and the
determination must have been made by the
station or network, as the case may be, in
the exercise of its “bona fide” news judg-
ment and not for the political advantage
of the candidate for public office,

The Senate bill exempted appearances of
candidates on news documentaries. The
House amendment made no such exemption.
Under the conference substitute, the ap-
pearance of a candidate on a news docu-
mentary is exempted only if such appearance
is incidental to the presentation of the sub-
ject or subjects covered by the news docu-

‘mentary. Thus, a program which deals pre-

dominantly with a candidate would not be
a_ news documentary exempted under pro-
visions of the substitute.

In the conference substitute, In referring
to on-the-spot coverage of news events, the
expression “bona fide news events” instead of
“news events" is used to emphasize the in-
tention to limit the exemptions from the
equal time requirement to cases where the
appearance of a candidate is not designed to
serve the political advantage of that candi=-
date.

The Senate bill, in the sentence being
added to section 315(a), contained the fol-
lowing language: “but nothing in this sen=
tence shall be construed as changing the
basic intent of Congress with respect to the
provisions of this Act, which recognizes that
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television and radio frequencies are in the
public domain, that the license to operate
in such frequencies requires operation in the
public interest, and that in newscasts, news
interviews, news documentaries, on-the-spot
coverage of news events, all sides of public
controversies shall be given as fair an oppor-
tunity to be heard as is practically possible.”

With certain modifications this language
has been included in the conference substi-
tute as a sentence reading as follows: “Noth-
ing in the foregoing sentence shall be con-
strued as relieving broadcasters, in connec-
tion with the presentation of newscasts,
news interviews, news documentaries, and
on-the-spot coverage of news events, from
the obligation imposed upon them under
this act to operate in the public interest and
to afford reasonable opportunity for the dis-
cussion of conflicting views on issues of pub=-
lic importance.”

The conferees feel that there is nothing in
this language which is inconsistent with the
House substitute, It is a restatement of the
basie policy of the “standard of falrness"
which .is imposed on broadcasters under the
Communications Act of 1934,

SECTION 2

Section 2(a) of the Senate bill declared the
intention of Congress to reexamine, on or
before the expiration of a 3-year perlod, the
amendment made by the bill to section
315(a) of the Communications Act of 1834,
to ascertain whether the amendment had
proved to be effective and practicable. Sub-
section (b) of section 2 required the Pederal
Communications Commission to report to
Congress annually during such 3-year period
on the administration of the amendment,
together with recommendations. The House
amendment contalned no similar provisions.

Section 2 of the substitute agreed to in
conference is similar to these Senate provi-
sions, except that the 3-year limitation has
been removed.

OREN HARRIS,
WALTER ROGERS,
Joun J. FLYNT, Jr.,
JoHN B. BENNETT,
(By J. ARTHUR YOUNGER),
J. ARTHUR YOUNGER,
WM. H. AvVERY,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we bring to the House a
conference report on legislation which is
commonly referred to as the equal-time
amendment to the Communications Act
of 1934.

It will be remembered that this is the
problem we had in the House a few days
ago in which all of us are interested and
have some concern about.

You will recall that this problem devel-
oped out of a decision of the Federal
Communications Commission—which we
thought was a rather arbitrary deci-
sion—in the Lar Daly case involving the
appearance of political candidates on
newscasts.

We made an effort to clarify section
315 by exempting from the equal-time
provision political candidates’ appear-
ance on such programs as newscasts,
news interviews, and on-the-spot cover-
age of news events.

Your conferees met and there was con-
siderable discussion. It would be correct
to say that at times it got a little heated.
But we have done the best we could to
resolve this issue and bring it back and
present it to you in an effort to clarify
this very important provision of law.
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‘We tried to limit carefully the exemp=-
tions from section 315 in the bill which
we brought to the House. We exempted
bona fide newscasts which had been the
pattern over the years. We included in
connection therewith mnews interviews
and we extended the exemption to on-
the-spot coverage of news events using
the language of the gentleman from
California [Mr. Mossl, as he offered it
at that time requiring that the appear-
ance of the candidate must be “incidental
to the presentation of news.”

We described what was intended. We
explained that it was difficult to write
specific language to meet the problem,
but we were making legislative history
in the report and on the floor which the
industry and the Federal Communica-
tions Commission could follow in trying
to administer this very knotty problem.

We had little trouble in agreeing on
what was intended during the course of
the debate except in one instance, and
that had to do with certain so-called
panel discussions. It will be recalled that
the committee struck the words *“panel
discussion” and “news documentary,”
but we were careful to explain in the re-
port and in our debates here on the floor
of the House that we struck those words
because the committee felt these unde-
fined categories might take in too much,
and that the exemption thus would pos-
sibly go too far; but we also explained
that by doing so we did not intend to
eliminate those panel discussions and
news documentaries which may fall in
the category of a “bona fide newscast”
or of an “on-the-spot coverage of news
events.”

As I say, during the course of the de-
bate a question was asked by one mem-
ber of the committee, Mr. Youncer, of
another member of the committee, Mr.
Moss, as to his intention with respect to
certain panel shows. The gentleman
from California [Mr. Moss] gave him
his reply, which in my opinion, was con-
trary to what we had included in the re-
port, and which certainly was contrary
to what I had said in answer to a ques-
tion by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Ixarp]. Now that, as well as some other
things, had to be resolved, so in our con-
ference we agreed that the language
would be changed.

And, I might say, in my opinion, we
have got a better bill in this conference
report than we had in the bill which
was reported by our committee and
passed in the House and a better bill
than was passed by the other body.

So, what we did was to exempt the ap-
pearance of a legally qualified candidate
on, first, a bona fide newscast—it has to
be a bona fide newscast; second, a bona
fide news interview; third, a bona fide
news documentary, if the appearance of
the candidate is incidental to the presen-
tation of the subject or subjects covered
by the news documentary. In other
words, if you go back and pick up docu-
mentary material out of the past and
make it a part of a so-called news doc-
umentary, the appearance of the candi-
date must be incidental to the subject
presented on such news documentary.
That is what we did, and our conference
report explains that intention.
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There is no question about the on-the-
spot coverage of bona fide news events,
which refers to matters such as a na-
tional political convention and so forth.
We have tried here in the statement of
managers to spell that out just as clear-
ly as we possibly can what is intended.

Now, just in case anybody in the
broadeasting industry or in the Federal
Communications Commission, or even a
candidate himself, should get the idea
that “The reins are off; you can do what
you want to,” we have accepted in the
conference substitute a provision similar
to what was referred to as the Proxmire
amendment in the other body. This
provision says that nothing in the fore-
going sentence shall be construed as re-
lieving the broadcasters in connection
with the presentation of news, news
interviews, documentaries, and on-the-
spot coverage of news events from the
obligation imposed upon them under
this act to operate in the public inter-
est and to afford reasonable opportunity
for the discussion of conflicting views
on issues of public importance.

Furthermore, in the statement of
managers on page 4 you will find that
it is the intention of the conferees that
in order to be considered bona fide, a
news interview must be a regular sched-
uled program., Now, there has been al-
ready some discussion that on these na-
tional panel programs or interview
programs there has been no particular
problem, The great problem is that on
the local level a broadcaster might set up
panel discussions or news interviews that
are not regularly scheduled programs
but which constitute an effort to take
advantage of such a program to further
the candidacy of some political candi-
date. That is not intended to be ex-
empted and it is not permitted under
this report—either the spirit of it or
the language of it. Such program has
to be, No. 1, bona fide, and No. 2, it has
got to be a regularly scheduled program
before it would come under the exemp-
tion provisions. Then we went further
than that to be sure that there was no
advantage taken by the broadcasting
industry or anyone else and reaffirmed
the “standard of fairness” established
under the Communications Act. Any-
one trying to take advantage, will be
held accountable to the Federal Com-
munications Commission for his action.

Mr. Speaker, I think the conferees
have done a very good job under the cir-
cumstances and I urge the adoption of
this conference report.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS, I yield to the ranking
minority member and a member of the
conference committee.

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to associate myself with
the gentleman in the remarks he has
just made in explanation of this bill. We
are legislating here in perhaps one of
the most difficult areas concerning the
Communications Act. I do not think it
is possible to arrive at a completely satis-
factory solution or one that will deal
effectively with every single problem that
arises in this area. But I think we have
come up with a reasonably good solu-
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tion, an entirely practical solution, re-
cognizing the rights of candidates on
the one hand and giving broadcasters
the right to exercise their bona fide news
judgment.

I feel very strongly that the.confer-
ence substitute is superior to the legis-
lation passed by the House.

As I stated in the discussion of this
legislation on the floor of the House, I
felt that the bill as reported to the full
committee by our Subcommittee on
Communications and Power was a very
satisfactory bill. As a matter of fact the
provisions of the conference substitute
are very close to the provisions con-
tained in the subcommittee bill. In the
full committee, however, a new clause
was added providing that the appear-
ance of the candidate on a newsecast, in-
terview, or in connection with the cov-
erage of a news event must be—and I
quote—“incidental to the presentation
of news.”

I feel that this language would make
the task of broadcasters and the FCC
an impossible one and that even with
the best intentions in the world neither
broadcasters nor the Commission can
meet the task of distinguishing between
appearances which are incidental and
appearances which are not incidental.

I am glad to see that the conference
substitute omits this language because
the majority of the conferees felt as I
do, that this requirement would lead to
even greater confusion than we have at
present under the Lar Daly deecision.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the conference
report will be agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I might
say that the conferees on both sides
agreed to this conference report with the
exception of one Member of the House,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Moss], who did not agree with the con-
ference report as presented. All other
members of the Conference Committee,
both House and Senate, agreed to and
signed the report.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, I asso-
clate myself with the conference report
and should like to ask this gquestion.
Does not the gentleman believe that the
conference report and the explanation
made in it, actually make for a better
bill than we went to conference with?

Mr, HARRIS. I just stated that a
moment ago; I feel that way.

Mr. YOUNGER. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS, I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas,

Mr. AVERY, Mr. Speaker, I certainly
want to be associated with the gentle-
man from Arkansas who is now addres-
sing the House in his remarks., Cer-
tainly the fact that the conferees were
able to agree was a direct result of the
leadership of the gentleman and his
positive assertion of the position of the
House while we were in conference.

I wondered, while the gentleman was
in the well—I know this item is going to
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come up a little later—if he would not
address himself to the proposition that
the test of the standard of fairness still
prevails in the basic act irrespective of
any changes that we have made in sec-
tion 315; and it applies not only to polit~
ical candidates, but issues and editorial-
izing by licensees as well.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is emi-
nently correct. He will remember as he
was one of the conferees, that we dis-
cussed this particular item and everyone
agreed that the standard of fairness
must prevail, and applies to the pro-
grams which will be exempted from the
equal-time requirement of section 315.

Mr. HEMPHILIL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr., HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to ask this question. The term
“bona fide news documentary’ as con-
tained in the report does not under any
cireumstances mean a pa.nel discussion,
is that correct?

Mr. HARRIS. WNo; a panel discussion
might come under the heading “news
interviews."”

Mr. HEMPHILL. As I recollect, the
Senate debate on this particular legis-
lation removed ‘“‘panel discussions.”

Mr. HARRIS. Yes, but as I explained
a moment ago in our conference report
that is explained on page 4. The kind
of interview the gentleman is talking
about has got to be a regularly scheduled
program, has got to be bona fide, and
if such a panel discussion comes within
that category, it is permitted.

Mr. HEMPHILL. That was the in-
tention in the committee when we dis-
cussed panel discussions?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Moss].

Mr. MOSS. Mr, Speaker, I hope you
will look at the report, the statement of
the managers on the part of the House,
on page 4, because you have just heard
about all of the safeguards built into this
legislation. I want to show you that you
have no safeguards. The restatement of
the so-called Proxmire amendment is
virtually meaningless, the statement
that says that a rule of fairness must
apply, a rule of fairness which can only
be tested at the time the station’s license
comes up for renewal, and renewals
which are handled routinely and where
there have been no refusals to renew.
It gives an opportunity to seek a remedy
when the case is cold and forgotten. And
if you are a defeated candidate it is of
little comfort fo know that you may have
had a remedy.

Going halfway down on page 4 of the
conference report, let us find out what
we are doing because it is my considered
judgment we are making a back door re-
peal of section 315, as it applies to the
standard of fairness of equal times for
candidates. If we open up first by re-
moving the criteria of ineidental ap-
pearance, incidental to the proper pre-
sentation of the news, the conferees were
clearly inconsistent because they said
this criteria was of no value, and yet
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they applied it to the matter of news
documentaries. They say that the ap-
pearance on the documentary broadcast
must clearly be incidental to the report-
ing of the documentary material. But
that test of fairness is removed. Any
newscast is exempted if it is regularly
scheduled. What is a regular schedule?
There is no definition. “I intend fo
schedule it, if I can continue to secure
sponsorship for it” might be the attitude
of a station. “We will give it a trial run
of 3 weeks.” Then, it is a regularly
scheduled program and is exempt. With
reference to bona fide newscasts or news
interviews—stop thinking of “Face the
Nation" and “Meet the Press.” This be-
comes an issue in your local district over
your local radio or TV station.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. Iyield.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I just noticed in
one of the national magazines that a for-
mer Governor of the State of California
is going to have a political, a regular po-
litical broadcast program beginning in
the next few weeks in which he attempts
to comment and interview people in
politics. Would there be any protection
against this former Governor interview-
ing the candidates of his own faith?

Mr. MOSS. As to the test of good
faith, and I am not a lawyer, but I say to
any of my colleagues who are—you try
to prove that that broadeast was under-
taken in bad faith—and you cannot do
it.

Mr., HOLIFIELD. Then the answer

Mr. MOSS. The answer is that he
would be clearly exempt under the provi-
sions of this language. This is wide open
to abuse. Let us see where else we have
a remedy. If we apply this general rule
of fairness in a news presentation of
broadcast material. It says, if a program
is a regular program under the control
of the licensee—if it is a case of a local
station or a network—if it is network
originated, networks are not regulated.
The argument will be offered that net-
works are licensees because they own
radio or television stations. That is not
true at all. Mutual Broadcasting owns
no stations and yesterday three former
officials were indicted for what? For
taking $750,000 to set up a special news
service to feed slanfed news. In my view,
you cannot leave to these unregulated
organizations, the responsibility of de-
termining whether or not the treatment
you receive is fair, or for that matter
whether the treatment received by your
opponent is fair because he, at election
time, has the same right to enter the
homes of the American people and pre-
sent his platform and his views as any
of us sitting here as incumbents have. I
am concerned that the rights of each of
us be preserved. Those rights are not
preserved if we repeal this, and that is
what you are doing here, and we are not
doing it in the language of the statute—
we are doing it in the language of the
report of the managers from the confer-
ence. If it had been included in the
language amending the statute, it would
have been clearly subject to a point of
order, and I assure you I would have
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made that point of order. Buf we have
expanded this by definition. A newscast
now is any program regularly scheduled
where you might interview. Yes, it
might be a case of the regularly sched-
uled “This is Your Life.” It might be
any type of regularly scheduled program
thought up by someone in your commu-
nity. I am not saying that abuses would
occur in a great many instances, but I
say they could occur and it is our re-
sponsibility here to see that they do not.
All that is necessary to overcome the
very unwise Lar Daly decision is to
make clear in the presentation of the
news where the candidates’ appearance
is incidental to the presentation of tha.t.
news that it is clearly exempted.

That takes us back to where we were
before the Labor Day decision: so if we
adopt this conference report we go back
a very great way, because for 32 years
this doctrine of equal time has existed.
It was in the first Radio Act.

I say there has been no showing to
Jjustify this type of action. It is far too
broad; it is opening up the way to abuse,
and I think the record shows that some
who enjoy privileges in this field have
certainly failed to live up to their respon-
sibilities, Again I cite the matter of the
indictment yesterday of the three former
Mutual Broadeasting officials.

I urge most sincerely that this House
not approve this conference report.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. Of course, I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. AVERY. I know the gentleman
has very sincere convictions about this
matter, because he and I have person-
ally debated